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Abstract
This investigation represented an attempt to further define and/or
clarify the appropriateness of the learned helplessness formulation for
the description, understanding and prediction of complex human behavior.
The study was addressed to outstanding issues in four general areas.
Earlier tests of learned helplessness with both animal and human sub-
jects had compared performance in some test situation between experimental
groups treated in totally non- contingent ways with groups for which there had
either been no treatment or for which treatment had been total contingency
availability. Neither extreme represents the general reality of the human
situation. Secondly, because all earlier work had employed methodologies
that measured non-contingent punishment, the controversy of an interference
effect resulting from aversive consequences rather than the absence of control
persisted. A third area of interest was in the continued integration of the
learned helplessness considerations with social learning theory's well docu-
mented concept of internal-external locus of control. Finally, there was an
interest in the cognitive/emotional concomitants associated with whatever
performance decrements that might result from subjection to non-contingent
situations
.
To investigate these four general issues, five specific hypotheses were
generated. The first hypothesis predicted that as relative ratios of non-
contingent to contingent experiences were increased during the pre-treatment
phase, there would be a monotonic decrease in successful test performance as
measured by three dependent variables. A somewhat related second hypothesis
suggested that increasing the ratio of non-contingent to contingent experiences
would produce learning deficits and negative emotionality that would be more
pronounced in difficult as opposed to easy testing situations. The third
hypothesis was that absence of control (and not aversive consequences) lead
to the performance decrements labeled learned helplessness. Consequently,
it was predicted that non-contingent success, non- contingent failure, and
a mix of non-contingent successes and failures would all be equally debili-
tating in the testing condition. The fourth prediction was that the inter-
ference effects, under all treatment conditions would be more pronounced
for subjects evidencing external expectancies relative to locus of control.
A final hypothesis that subject perceptions of both cognitive and emotional
aspects of the experiment would parallel the results on the behavioral indices
was generated.
An eight by two (non-contingent /contingent ratio x level of test
difficulty) factorial design was employed. One hundred ninety-two subjects
(university undergraduates) were randomly assigned to one of the sixteen
experimental conditions. Sex and internal or external expectancy variables
were evenly blocked throughout the design. The treatment task consisted of
eight four-dimensional discrimination problems. Depending on the experi-
mental condition feedback ("correct" or "wrong") was provided contingently
or non-contingent ly. Ratios of non-contingent to contingent problems were
varied across the following values: 0/8, 2/6, 4/4, 6/2, and 8/0. There
were three 8/0 conditions representing non-contingent failure, non- contingent
success, and four non-contingent successes randomly mixed with four non-
contingent failures. A control group merely inspected the eighty cards
that comprised the eight discrimination problems. The testing situations
consisted of two lists (easy or difficult) of twenty anagrams each. Measures
of latency to solution, number of failures and trials to criterion were
taken
•
vx
Results on all three performance measures provided significant support
for the first and third hypotheses. Increasing the relative amount of
exposure to non- contingent treatment problems led to monotonic decrements
in performance in the testing situations. In support of the third hypo-
thesis, there were no performance differences among the three totally non-
contingent groups in spite of differences in reinforcement density. The
second and fourth hypotheses were not confirmed. Increasing levels of
non-contingent experiences were not more pronounced in the difficult test
situation. Further, subjects evidencing internal expectancies did not
perform significantly better than their external counterparts.
Relative to subject perceptions as reflected by the questionnaire data,
findings for the fifty hypothesis were mixed. Increasing levels of non-
contingent experience did lead to more negative perceptions of the experience
However, among the three totally non-contingent groups, the negative per-
ceptions were somewhat attenuated as a function of reinforcement density.
Taken together, the various findings provide strong support for the
application of the learned helplessness formulation in the understanding of
the human experience. Implications for future research were discussed.
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INTRODUCTION
Nearly a decade ago, Overmier and Seligman (1967) first applied the
label "learned helplessness" to various behavioral phenomena appearing in
the animal literature. Most notably, it was observed that exposure to in-
escapable trauma (electric shock) was correlated with subsequent decrements
in the acquisition of escape and/or avoidance behaviors. For Overmier and
Seligman the term was more than just descriptive in that learned helplessness
was also suggested as an explanation for the observed behaviors. At its
most elementary level, the hypothesis of learned helplessness proposes that
organisms can learn that reinforcement is independent of the presence or
absence of responding.
Preceding the animal evidence, human studies, correlational or anecdotal
in nature, reported similar observations. Not unlike those behaviors soon
to be observed in the animal laboratories, the suggestion with humans was
that perceived or actual control over reinforcement might be somehow related
to decrements in adaptive functioning. Richter (1957) proposed helplessness
as an explanation for sudden, mysterious and unexplained death. Cofer and
Appley (1964) invoke perceptions of helplessness or hopelessness to partially
account for decreased adaptive functioning in situations involving excessive
fatigue, stress or danger. The behaviors of prisoners in Nazi concentration
camps (Bettelheim, 1960) and also of some psychiatric patients (Mowrer, 1960;
Rotter, Seeman, & Liverant, 1962) has been described in terms of hopelessness
and/or attribution of control of events to external forces.
Major experimental support for the feasibility of applying notions of
learned helplessness to human functioning is found in the locus of control
literature (e.g., Rotter, 1966). Locus of control refers to ones expecta-
tions about contingencies between behavior and reinforcement. Internal control
suggests an expectation that reinforcement is a consequence of ones own
actions, whereas external control implies an expectation that reinforcement
is independent of ones behavior.
Recently, the hypotheses of learned helplessness and locus of control
have been experimentally and theoretically tested with varying degrees of
success (Thornton & Jacobs, 1971; Dweck, 1975; Hiroto & Seligman, 1975;
Miller & Seligman, 1973; Roth & Bootzin, 1974). The present study further
extends the concept of learned helplessness to the domain of human function-
ing, and adds to the emerging definition of the intersection between learned
helplessness and locus of control.
t
LEARNED HELPLESSNESS
Literature Review
Experimental Antecedents. Seligman and Overmier (1967) were not the
first to investigate the effects of inescapable trauma on subsequent per-
formance. Although results of the early work are equivocal, differing metho-
dologies and experimental parameters preclude the possibility of dismissing
experience with inescapable trauma as a determinant of subsequent levels of
acquisition and performance. Further, even when parallel results were obtained,
interpretations of the results varied greatly.
In 1940, Mowrer noted that in the presence of inexcapable shocks rats
"decided" to not respond and would just sit and "take" the shock instead.
He further related this behavior to the Freudian concept of regression.
Dinsmoor and Campbell (1956) observed decreased escape responding in rats
previously subjected to inescapable shock and attributed their results to
the acquisition during pretreatment of a competing behavior. The develop-
ment of a superstitious behavior during preshock which was incompatible with
avoidance responding was also suggested by Pinckney (1967). Richter (1957)
attributed the failure of rats to escape to "hopelessness" and anticipated
future work by Seligman (1968) when he suggested that an experience with
controllable trauma preceding the uncontrollable manipulation might attenuate
the "hopeless" behavior. Campbell and Candland (1961) were able to produce
increased emotionality when inescapable shock was administered in the test
environment but not when administered in the home cages of their rats. They
interpreted their data to indicate conditioning of fear to previously neutral
environmental stimuli. Kurtz and Walters (1962) hypothesized that "prior
experience with intense fear (i.e., shock) predisposes animals to react
with increased fear in subsequent encounters with aversive stimuli" thereby
resulting in performance decrements. That the contingent/non-contingent
demension and not preshock per se might be relevant was suggested by Pearl
(1963).
Brookshire, Littman and Stewart (1961) noted the confusion then existing
in the literature relative to the effects of inescapable trauma on subsequent
acquisition of escape and/or avoidance behaviors and reported a series of
experiments that attempted to bring some order to the chaos. Their
major conclusions merit a brief review: (1) qualitative descriptions of
the rats' behaviors closely resembled those to be later observed in dogs
by Overmier and Seligman (1967); (2) neither age of the rat at the time
of exposure to trauma, nor age of the rat at the time of exposure to trauma,
nor age at time of testing influenced the results. This finding supports
similar conclusions made by Ader (1959) and Dennenberg (1964); (3) relative
to the frequency and duration of shock necessary to effect behavior there was
a wide range of both within which similar effects could be observed; (4) behav-
ioral effects were not observed when treatment and testing conditions were
different, thereby suggesting that inescapable trauma does not influence the
total range of behavior; (5) the most important result of this work would seem to
be that although preshock reduced escape performance in all six of the experi-
ments reported, in five of the six avoidance responding was either not effected
or actually enhanced. Although this finding has implications for Seligman and
others who would later maintain that experience with uncontrollable trauma
depresses both escape and avoidance learning, one possible reason for this
result should be here noted. In five studies indicating no change in or
improved avoidance responding, the preshock was administered in the start box
of the alleyway and animals were not restrained. However, in the only experi-
ment where avoidance responding was impaired, shock was delivered to animals
in a harness which prevented overt movement. The possibility of supersti-
tious acquisition of some instrumental response actually beneficial to avoidanc
acquisition by animals shocked in the start box can certainly not be dis-
counted here. In support of the above findings of Brookshire et al, Littman,
Stevens and Whittier (1964) hypothesized that heightened thresholds to elec-
tric shock could impair escape performance without effecting the acquisi-
tion of avoidance responses. A logical extension of this conclusion would
be to predict no deficit in escape responding when different aversive stimuli
are used in pretreatment and testing conditions. In summary, early research
attempting to delineate the precise effects of prior aversive stimulation on
subsequent performance resulted in conflicting data which led to conflicting
theories.
Theoretical Underpinnings. When a naive dog is given escape-avoidance
training in a shuttle box, the following behavior is typical: at the onset
of the first shock the dog is frantically running about, defecating, urinating
and howling until it accidentally gets over the barrier and thereby escapes
the shock. On subsequent trials the emotional behavior subsides and response
latencies for barrier jumping decrease until the shock is efficiently avoided.
Seligpian and Maier (1967) reported striking variations from the preceding
pattern of behavior by dogs given prior inescapable shocks. Upon the first
shock presentation the behavior of these dogs closely resembled that of the
naive animals. However, if a dog had experienced inescapable shocks it
would soon stop running and howling and remained silent until shock termina-
tion. The dog would not cross the barrier and escape but appeared to give
up and just passively accept the shock. Occasionally one of these dogs
would get across the barrier, but on subsequent trials would revert to
just "taking" the shock. Unlike the naive dogs, they seemed to be unable to
profit from being exposed to the barrier-jump ing-shock termination contingency.
Seligman and his associates attempt to explain this phenomenon by hypothe-
sizing that experience with inescapable trauma proactively interferes with
contingency learning
.
The theoretical explanation of this hypothesized proactive interfer-
ence can be most easily explained by paraphrasing Maier, Seligman and
Solomon (1969). Assume that organisms acquire expectations about the outcome
of their acts. The literature is filled with evidence supporting the
notions that animals learn that responding produces reinforcement (acquisi-
tion)
,
responding docs not produce reinforcement (extinction), and even that
not responding produces reinforcement (differential reinforcement of other
behavior, DRO). If aversive stimulation is neither escapable nor avoidable
such relationships do not hold. In inescapable trauma, the termination of
such stimulation is not dependent upon the occurrence or the non-occurrence
of a response. Seligman asks the question whether or not an animal can learn
in this situation, and if so, how can what he learns be described?
First, assume the interval between shock onset and termination to be
broken into small intervals of the duration 4 1. An interval,4t, is shorter
than the duration of any response. Seligman proposes that during the shock
the probability of termination is zero for all At 's except the last, during
which the probability is one. Nothing a subject does during any 4t can
affect the probability of termination in that At. Therefore, for any^t,
contingencies between responding and termination are such that the conditional
probability, given any response, is equal to the unconditional probability
of shock termination.
For the most part, learning theorists have considered reinforcement
probabilities given a response. There is, however, another type of conditional
probability, that of reinforcement in the absence of a response. In the case
of inescapable shock, "the conditional probability of shock termination,
given the presence of any response, is equal to the conditional probability
of shock termination, given the absence of that response" (Maier, et al,
1967). Therefore, the claim that consequences are not dependent upon res-
ponding simply means that these two conditional probabilities are equal. In
learning theory the "matching law" (Herrnstein, 1970) claims that animals
are sensitive to reinforcement densities and respond accordingly. Whether
or not this sensitivity characteristic is attenuated in situations involving
inescapable trauma remains to be explored.
The term "learned helplessness" is merely a label describing the
expectational and incentive mechanisms just described. Crucial to this
definition is the idea that it is not shock, per se, that produces helpless-
ness, but rather the lack of control over shock.
Empirical Findings and Criticisms. The research of those supporting
the notion of learned helplessness has been systematic in attempting to del-
ineate appropriate boundary conditions for the theory. Further, the work has
been responsive to issues raised by experimenters suggesting alternative
explanations for the observed behavioral phenomena. Because many of the
relevant experiments have served the dual function of extending theory and
answering criticisms, these two aspects of the experimental history of
conditioned helplessness are considered together in this section.
Proactive interference in the acquisition of escape or avoidance
responses was observed in several investigations (Adams & Lewis, 1962;
Dinsmoor & Campbell, 1956; McAllister & McAllister, 1962; Mullin & Morgenson,
1963) and was attributed to the learning, during exposure to inescapable shocks,
of instrumental skeletal-motor responses which interfere with the response
8to be learned. To counter this explanation Overmier and Seligman (1967)
administered shock to dogs paralyzed with tubocurarine chloride and in
subsequent testing in the shuttle box found the interference effect still
present. However, Black (1967) demonstrated that instrumental responses
could be learned (although not executed) while under the influence of
curare-like drugs. Given Black's findings the possibility of competing
motor responses remained an issue until the work of Maier (1970) and Maier
and Testa (1975) seemed to bring some closure to the controversy. In the
first study dogs were conditioned to control the harness shocks by not respond
ing (DRO schedule), and such behavior was certainly incompatible with the
subsequent test requirements. Nevertheless, in the test situation, these
dogs performed like the naive control subjects whereas yoked dogs inescapably
preshocked failed to learn. The Maier and Testa (1975) experiment was
conducted with rats and interference was observed if the test situation
required two shuttling responses for shock termination, but not when the
requirement was only one response. It is indeed difficult to imagine what
competing response could interfere with acquisition on a FR-2 schedule but
not on a FR-1 schedule.
In addition to testing the hypothesis of competing instrumental be-
haviors, the Overmier and Seligman effort (1967) extended their theory of
conditioned helplessness with the following findings: (1) under a vareity
of shock parameters (e.g., number of shocks, duration of shock and shock-
shock intervals) the interference effect was still observed; (2) performance
decrements maintained when no CS preceded the inescapable shocks suggesting
that the phenomenon was not dependent upon Pavlovian fear conditioning; (3)
during testing, the occurrence of an escape response by a preshocked animal
did not predict its reoccurrence; (4) increasing the intensity of the shocks
during the test (escape/avoidance) phase did not attenuate the interference
effect thereby answering a suggestion that the animals adapted to the shock
during pretreatment and were consequently lessmotivated to respond during
testing (McDonald, 1946); (5) the effect of inescapable shock had dissipated
if 48 hours were allowed to intervene between pretreatment and testing.
The finding that effects of preshock had temporal limitations led to
both further exploration by the Seligman group and to a new physiological
explanation of the behaviors by Weiss (1974). Weiss, Glazer, and Pohorecky
(1974) have attributed the "helplessness" to temporary depletions in the
level of norepinephrine, a neurotransmitter. Seligman and Maier (1967) tested
dogs 24 hours after preshock, finding performance failure as expected, and
re-tested the dogs 7 days later to discover that the interference effect had
persisted. Contributing to the refutation of a purely physiological explana-
tion, Seligman and Maier (1967) also reported that dogs receiving escape
training prior to the application of inescapable shock did not exhibit later
failure in the escape/avoidance test situation. (This finding also has
implications for the prevention of conditioned helplessness.) In an experi-
ment to further explore the temporal parameters of the interference effect,
Seligman (1970) reported that repeated, spaced exposure to inescapable shock
interferred with performance one week later. Also, the interference was
more pronounced for cage raised beagles than for mongrel dogs with a history
of some control in the environment. Referring again to the work of Maier and
Testa (1975), it seems implausible that a physiological explanation could
account for failure of a FR-2 schedule and success on a FR-1 schedule.
Walters and Rogers (1963) had previously reported increased suppressive
effects of shock one year after the initial shock exposure. Although the
status of physiological factors contributing to the behavioral decrements
10
remains open, an interaction between physiological and behavioral variables
would appear to be suggested by these data. A similar suggestion has recently
been made by Seligman (1975).
It was originally theorized by Seligman and Maier (1967) that the pro-
bability of responding during test shock decreased because subjects learned
during inescapable shock that shock termination was independent of their
responses, and that the presence of shock mediated generalization of nonres-
ponding during shock to the new situation. In an infrequently cited study,
but one that would appear critical for later human applications, Overmier
(1968) reported that pretreatment with inescapable shock interferred greatly
with avoidance (not escape) acquisition and that a theory of mediation during
subsequent shock was not necessary to explain helpless behavior. His results
also indicated that the time course for interference with avoidance was
longer than for escape. Braud, Wepman, and Russo (1969) extended the gener-
ality of the phenomenon when they found helplessness in rats where inescapable
preshock led to retarded escape acquisition when the required escape response
was swimming with no shock present during the test phase.
As with other aspects of the theory of conditioned helplessness, another
criticism, one dealing with the generality of the phyenomenon to species
other than dogs, has been systematically explored and has led to additional
evidence in support of the theory. Several investigators using rats as
subjects reported no decrement or only small decrements in escape and avoidance
as a function of inescapable preshock (e.g., Anderson, Cole and McVaugh, 1968;
Mullin & Morgenson, 1963; Weiss, Krieckhaus, & Conte, 1968). Recently experi-
mental manipulations designed to reflect the necessary conditions for
helplessness as specified by the theory have been successful in producing the
interference effect in rats (Braud, Wepman & Russo, 1969; Maier, Albin &
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Testa, 1973; Maier & Testa, 1975; Seligman & Beaglen, 1974; Seligman, Rossellini
& Kozak, 1975). Maier and Testa (1975) noted that in the studies where no
escape and/or avoidance decrement had been obtained for rats, the required
response had been crossing the shuttle box once. They further pointed out
that crossing the shuttle box is a "high probability initial response to
shock, perhaps a species specific defense response (Bolles, 1970), and may
be of an elicited nature". The helplessness hypothesis claims that exposure
to inescapable trauma interferes with the formation of associations (or the
perception of relationships) between responding and reinforcement, thereby
reducing incentive to respond. If the required test response happens to be a
species typical defense response, escape could be accomplished without the
formation or learning of associations. Supporting this speculation, it was
noted that rats escaped immediately and did not exhibit typical learning
curves. To test this hypothesis, Maier and Testa arranged the experimental
situation so that the test response required learning an association (crossing
the shuttle box twice) and under those conditions helplessness similar to that
obtained in dogs was observed. In a second experiment Maier and Testa delayed
shock termination on the FR-1 schedule and reported helplessness behaviors.
Such a manipulation was designed to degrade the contingency between responding
and reinforcement, thereby making the formation of an association more diffi-
cult. Together, the two findings of Maier and Testa support the notion that
inescapable trauma interferes first with learning and subsequently with the
initiation of responses.
In addition to responding to outside questions and criticisms, those
supporting a theory of conditioned helplessness have also been sensitive to
possible complications brought about by their own work. Seligman, Maier
and Geer (1968) reported data which they interpreted to indicate that the
maladaptive behavior resulting from inescapable trauma might be alleviated
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by forcibily exposing the organism to the contingencies available in the test
situation. However, Testa, Juraska and Maier (1974) replicated the earlier
procedure with rats and then extinguished the escape response that the animals
had been "forced" to learn. Extinction of the escape response occurred more
rapidly for preshocked subjects suggesting that some residue of the inter-
ference effect had remained or that learning for those animals had not been
as strong. The question of "cure" for learned helplessness awaits further
intestigation.
Another theory to account for performance changes as a results of
exposure to inescapable trauma has been persistently offered by D. Chris
Anderson and his associates (Anderson, 1966; Anderson, Cole & McVaugh, 1968;
Anderson & Paden, 1967; Anderson, Tyson & Williams, 1966; Payne, Anderson
& Murcurio, 1970; Pearl, Walters & Anderson, 1964). Data reported by this
group have varied from total agreement to total disagreement (perhaps as a
function of differential experimental manipulations) with the results documented
by Seligman and his associates. However, the major difference between these
two groups lies not so much in conflicting results, but in conflicting inter-
pretations of the data. A detailed analysis of this interpretation is beyond
the scope of this paper. Generally, Anderson, et aJL advance a generalized
internal-cue mediational model. The assumption is that "the sensory effects
produced by preshock might persist through time to serve as conditioned
stimuli for a subsequent pre-shock-produced pain response. The sensory effects
of the original pain response are thought to act in the same capacity as any
stimulus that might contigously be paired with an avers ive event" (Anderson,
Cole & McVaugh, 1968). Reconciliation of these differences in interpretation
awaits further research and the alternative is only mentioned here to demon-
strate that the psychological community is not yet convinced that a theory of
learned helplessness adequately accounts for the data.
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At first glance, the data and theory associated with conditioned help-
lessness would seem to conflict with studies examining the nature of shock-
elicited aggression (Azrin, Ulrich, Hutchinson & Norman, 1964; Powel & Creer,
1969). Actually, this work is primarily concerned with the nature of aggres-
sion during aversive stimulation, and to the extent that aggression is rein-
forcing under those circumstances, the aversive stimulation is "controlled".
Maier, Anderson and Lieberman (1974) and Payne, Anderson and Murcurio (1970),
representing different theoretical orientations, have both reported that
aggression subsequent to inescapable preshock is significantly reduced.
Before leaving the animal research upon which a theory of learned
helplessness is based, one final criticism of such an approach must be
mentioned. The criticism comes not so much from data as from the philosophy
supporting an experimental analysis of behavior. Although generally compli-
mentary of the systematic progression associated with the theory of learned
helplessness, Gamzu, Williams and Schwartz (1973) in their article "Pitfalls
of Organismic Concepts: 'Learned Laziness'?" offer a valid warning relative
to such theories. They recapitulate the difficulties encountered with the
use of organismic traits such as laziness and industriousness and (by impli-
cation) helplessness. Not only does the invocation of such phenomena present
problems in terms of measurement and operational definitions, but of even
greater importance, such pronouncements can close the door to further investi-
gation. Therefore, although the human studies to be reviewed in a later
section of this paper may shed light on the mechanisms leading to the inter-
ference effect, the label "learned helplessness" remains just that - a label
and not an empirically demonstrated explanation.
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LOCUS OF CONTROL
Several of the investigations attempting to generalize a theory of learned
helplessness to human behavior have also incorporated notions of locus of
control into their design. Consequently, before proceeding to the literature
supporting learned helplessness in humans, a review of the theoretical and
empirical foundations supporting the concept of locus of control will be
presented
.
Theoretical Foundations
The parallel but separate developments of the concepts of learned
helplessness and locus of control provide a striking example of the extreme
compartmentalization so often evident among the several areas of psychology.
About the time animal psychologists began to notice that exposure to aversive
stimuli could retard acquisition of adaptive behaviors, Phares (1957) and
others reported differential changes in expectancies for future reinforce-
ment as a function of the task variables of skill and chance. Almost twenty
years and over six hundred published studies later, the notion that individuals
vary in terms of expectancies relative to the locus of control of reinforcement
has gained great visibility and is the object of much current research effort.
However, many of these studies have failed to discuss this construct within
the framework of a general social learning theory with the resulting problems
of measurement misuse and difficulty in generalization (Rotter, 1975).
Prior to examining some of the findings from this considerable body of
knowledge, a brief review of generalized expectancy within its theoretical
framework seems in order. Rotter (1954) conceptualizes behavior as being
determined by two factors: (1) the value of the goal (value of reinforcement);
and, (2) expectancy that a given behavior or behaviors will lead to the goal.
Most experimental effort has been devoted to the second factor, expectancy,
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and this study will not vary from that trend. However, reinforcement value
must be kept in mind. Perhaps some of the conflicts presently found in the
literature would not exist had value of reinforcement been considered and/or
controlled.
Expectancy, as defined by social learning theory, is not a static trait.
Rather, it is the function of several variables acting in concert. In a
*
particular situation, ones expectancy of reinforcement is the product of four
major components: (1) the frequency that one has been previously rewarded
in that particular situation (E 1 ) ; (2) the frequency of reward in other
similar situations (GE ); (3) the extent to which one believes he controls
r
the occurrence of such rewards (GE ); and, (4) amount of previous experience
ie
(N ). Rotter (1966) expressed these components in a quasi-mathematical
si
expression:
E = f (E' & GE & GE &
. . . . & GE
si r ie
_n
N
si
The symbol GE is the theory's acknowledgement that in particular situations
n
other unidentified variables may also be exerting influence on expectancy.
The component GE represents what is referred to in the literature
ie
as locus of control and is defined as the extent to which individuals perceive
reinforcement (or consequences) as being dependent upon their own behavior.
Those individuals described as having an internal locus of control tend to
perceive reinforcement as being contingent upon their responses, and indivi-
duals described as manifesting an external locus of control tend to attribute
reinforcement to external entities, be they powerful others, institutions or
chance. Such a definition, at least at the descriptive level, closely
resembles the explanation provided by Seligman and others for learned help-
lessness. In the section to follow, several empirical findings relevant to
16
the present investigation will be mentioned.
Empirical Findings
As previously mentioned, the early work was focused on situations
(skill vs. chance) rather than individual behavior and a number of reviews
and bibliographies are available (Joe, 1971; Lefcourt, 1966; Phares, 1973;
Rotter, 1966; Strickland, 1973). In addition to paving the way for later
studies looking for individual differences in generalized expectancy of rein-
forcement, this early work made a significant contribution to the understanding
of the effects of schedules of reinforcement on extinction. Rotter, Liverant
and Crowne (1961), James and Rotter (1958), and Holden and Rotter (1962) all
reported that the almost universally held assumption of the superiority of
partial over continuous reinforcement in extinction trials was applicable
in chance situations only. Contrary to expectation, in skill situations
continuous reinforcement and not partial reinforcement produced greater
resistance to extinction. One can only speculate as to why these results have
not been submitted to more rigorous testing in the animal laboratories.
Confirmation or disconfirmation could have immediate applicability in the
applied areas of psychology.
During the late fifties and early sixties the possibility of indivi-
dual differences in the perception of contingency control led to the devel-
opment of several scales purporting to tap such differences. The most widely
tested and employed scale is the Rotter I-E Scale designed by Liverant, Rotter
and Crowne (Rotter, 1966). Extensive discussions relating to the validity
and reliability of the measure are found in Phares (1973) and Rotter (1966).
Once measures of individual locus of control had been developed, most research
attention seemed to shift to the exploration of the extent to which such
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differences affected performance across a wide variety of laboratory and
life situations.
Among the several research trends to be briefly mentioned here, are
several investigations asking whether or not individuals with internal
expectancies would exhibit more active attempts to understand and/or master
their environments. This indeed appeared to be the case in several studies.
Seeman and Evans (1962) with hospitalized tuberculosis patients, Seeman (1963)
with reformatory inmates, Rotter and Mulry (1965) with "normals", James,
Woodruff and Werner (1965) with smokers and nonsmokers, Gore and Rotter
(1963) and Strickland (1965) with black activists in the civil rights move-
ment, along with many others, all report that (other things being equal) the
individual with an internal orientation appears more active in dealing with
his environment that his external counterpart.
Not only have differences between internals and externals been demon-
strated relative to attempts to understand and influence the environment,
but another group of studies suggests that expectancy variables are also
associated with the extent to which individuals respond to external attempts
to control their behavior. Studies by Gore (1962) Strickland (1970) and
Doctor (1971) all report that internals more than externals will resist
subtle attempts to control. Ritchie and Phares (1969) have concluded that
whereas externals can be significantly influenced by the prestige of the
communicator, internals respond more often to the content of the message.
Although much investigative energy has been expended in an attempt to
identify the behavioral and personality correlates of internal-external control
orientations, relatively little attention has been directed toward the expli-
cation of situations in an individual's conditioning history that might
contribute to the development of such orientations. The results of these
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studies are somewhat equivocal, perhaps resulting from heavy reliance upon
self
-report and/or retrospective measures.
Chaiken (1974) has reviewed the evidence relative to childhood and
adolescent antecedents of internal-external (I-E) expectancies noting that
most of the work has emphasized the dimensions of parental consistency,
parental control or dominance and parental nurturance, support ivenes s , and
acceptance. She concludes that until recently, available data generally
suggested that "parental warmth, acceptance, praise, supportiveness ; the lack
of authoritarian control and the encouragement of autonomy; and, consistent,
predictable parental disciplinary styles and standards of behavior, were most
commonly associated with descriptions of parents of internal children,
adolescents and adults". In relative contrast to much of the earlier work,
Crandall (1974) presents data from longitudinal studies reporting mothers of
internal female adults to have been critical and rejecting toward their
daughters. These mothers interacted with their daughters in a manner which
was lacking in affection, involvement, and physical contact. Further, as
children the internals were highly active with peers, often evidencing
aggression. Along the nurturance dimension, these data appear to be at odds
with earlier studies. Chaiken notes, however, that the discrepancies may
result from differences across the studies in the definition of nurturance.
Given the discrepant results and the fact that much of the work is correla-
tional in nature, conclusions as to what childrearing practices promote the
perception of internal control await further investigation.
The concept of locus of control suggests that people do differ in the
extent to which they see events in their lives as consequences of their own
acts. Therefore, knowledge of the perception of control that individuals
bring to the experimental situation would certainly facilitate the interpretat
of data that attempt to generalize notions of learned helplessness to compl
human behavior. The extension of learned helplessness to humans will be
addressed in the next section, and the possible effects of salient internal
external orientations should be considered when reviewing the data.
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LEARNED HELPLESSNESS IN HUMANS
Empirical Findings
Data relative to the value of the concept of learned helplessness in
the description and explanation of human responding (or not responding) have
only recently appeared in the literature. Thornton and Jacobs (1971) using
electric shock as the inescapable aversive stimulus in an experiment analogous
to the traditional animal paradigm offered learned helplessness as an explana-
tion for significant performance decrements among subjects exposed to the
inescapable prctreatment
.
Although certainly helpful in demonstrating the
feasibility of generalizing the concept of learned helplessness to humans,
this study has several methodological flaws. Subjects were allowed to pre-
determine their own shock levels and although certainly justifiable from an
ethical perspective, this manipulation did introduce an element of control
into the experiment. Further, subjects were informed as to the contingencies
(or lack of contingencies) present in the experiment. The possible confounding
of instructional set and inescapable pretreatment cannot be discounted.
Hiroto (1974) investigated the possible relationship between uncontrol-
labilily, externality and chance instructional set. Using inescapable noise
as the aversive prctreatment and testing subjects later in a human analog
to the animal shuttle box, he reported significant escape decrements in
connection with the above three variables. These data were interpreted to
indicate that externality, exposure to inescapable trauma and perceptions
of chance situations reflect a common underlying state - expectancy that
responding and reinforcement are independent.
Further support for the extension of learned helplessness to humans
comes from a recent study by Hiroto and Scligman (1975) in which the experi-
mental manipulations present in the animal studies (i.e., shock, tones, etc.)
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were translated to activities more reflective of human experience. Four
experiments were conducted as follows: (1) pretreatment with inescapable,
escapable or control aversive tone followed by shuttle box escape testing;
(2) pretreatment with insoluble, soluble or control discrimination problems
followed by anagram solution testing; (3) pretreatment with inescapable,
escapable or control aversive tone followed by anagram solution testing; and,
(4) pretreatment with insoluble, soluble or control discrimination problems
followed by shuttlebox escape testing. "Learned helplessness" was found at
significant levels in experiments 1, 3, and 4. Results in experiment 2 were
not significant, but differences were present in the predicted direction.
Additionally, when other subjects in the experiment 2 condition were exposed
to a greater number of insoluble discrimination problems, a significant per-
formance decrement was observed. Hiroto claims that the generality of the
above processes suggests that learned helplessness may be an induced "trait".
Roth and Bootzin (1974) report yet another experiment examining the
effects of the helplessness paradigm on subsequent human responding. Two
aspects of this study are relevant here. Their dependent measures included
performance levels (number of problems solved), a questionnaire concerning
subject perceptions of the pretreatment, a questionnaire concerning perceptions
of the test situation, and a measure of subjects' behavior in response to a
programmed malfunction in the experimental equipment which was hypothesized
to reflect attempts to exert control over aversive environmental conditions.
With the exception of number of problems solved, the results did not reflect
helplessness in subjects exposed to the insoluble condition. In fact, several
of the questionnaire items and responses to the malfunctioning equipment
indicated trends opposite from the original predictions. These experimenters
suggest several situations perhaps contributing to the unexpected results.
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They first acknowledge that their manipulations may not have been strong
enough to produce the interference effect. Failure to control for internal-
external orientations is also offered as a possible explanation. Finally,
it is suggested that the measure of taking control (reporting the malfunction
to the experimenter) was in fact reflecting dependency on the part of the
subjects. These possible sources of confound have implications for future
experiments asking similar questions.
The second feature of relevance in the Roth and Bootzin research is the
introduction of a notion of monotonicity in helpless responding as a function
of increasing amounts of insoluble pretreatment
. Some of their subjects were
exposed to one insoluble task and some were exposed to two such tasks. The
generally non- significant and inconsistent results previously mentioned were
reflected across this monotonicity dimension as well. Once again, possible
methodological confounds prohibit conclusions on this issue.
In a study tangent ially related to the topic at hand, Dweck (1975)
identified "helpless" children (i.e., characterized by expectation of failure
and deterioration of performance in the face of failure) and exposed them to
one of two training procedures. One condition taught the children to take
responsibility for failure and to attribute failure to lack of effort. The
other group experienced success only during training. Following the training
period the Success Only Treatment group continued to evidence deterioration
in performance after experiencing failure, whereas the Attribution Retraining
Treatment group maintained or improved their performance following failure.
In addition to suggesting that entering perceptions of helplessness perpet-
uate, this work certainly has implications for Terrace (1963) and others
advocating errorless learning techniques.
Although not explicitly related to the present study, it is of interest
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to note that Seligman (1974) has suggested that learned helplessness in animals
may provide a model for reactive depression in man. Several investigations
(Klein, Fencil-Morse & Seligman, 1976; Miller & Seligman, 1973; Miller,
Seligman & Dur lander, in press) have reported empirical findings suggesting
the possible fruitfulness of such a line of research. These studies are
important in that they further extend the concept of learned helplessness to
complex human behavior.
To summarize, the concepts of learned helplessness and locus of control
have made significant individual contributions to an understanding (or at
least a description) of human behavior. Some research evidence (Hiroto, 1974)
and most certainly their theoretical formulations suggest the potential
contributions these theories might make to one another. Future researchers
investigating either or the phenomena would do well to keep the other in mind
when designing their studies and discussing their results.
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- STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
Considerations Influencing the Paradigm
The intent of the present study was to further investigate the nature
of human responding as a function of the helplessness manipulation. Before
discussing the specific design employed, a summary of the intuitions that
lead to its formulation, followed by a statement of specific hypotheses is
in order.
A primary consideration in the present investigation related to the notion
of monotonicity. Overmier and Seligman (1967) with dogs found no monotonic
relationship between intensity of shock, duration of shock, or number of
shocks in the inescapable condition and the amount of reduced responding later
observed. Their work would suggest a threshold beyond which increased
exposure to the aversive stimulation makes no difference. Roth and Bootzin
(1974) also varied the amount of insoluble experience and found no concomitant
change in absolute performance levels. Given the methodological problems of
the Roth and Bootzin work, their conclusions must be tentatively held.
In spite of the initially contradictory evidence from the animal research,
a hypothesis was generated relative to the effects of increasing amounts of
experience in non-contingent situations. Generally, it was felt that human
learning, motivation level, and emotionality should vary as a function of
the degree to which they had experienced situations in which consequences were
independent of their behavior. More simply stated, slight exposure to non-
contingent situations would slightly inhibit subsequent performance, but a
conditioning history strongly characterized by circumstances in which there
was no systematic relationship between ones acts and reinforcements (or pun-
ishments) would be severely debilitating in situations where control (learning
opportunities) were available. One way to define increased non-contingent
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experience was to consider changes in the ratio of non- contingent to con-
tingent experiences as opposed to absolute amounts of non-contingent exposure.
This study varied across several treatment conditions the relative amount of
non-contingent experience present in the treatment phase.
The test situation, as well as the treatment phase, offered another loca-
tion in which to look for increasing relationships. It was considered that
perhaps variance in treatment parameters would indeed not differentially
effect performance levels in a given task. If indeed there was some discrete
point at which humans experienced the detrimental effects of non-contingent
treatment, there still seemed to be no rationale to justify a conclusion that
no relationship was to be found between amount of non-contingent exposure and
severity of the interference effect. The question that had not been asked was
whether or not variability across testing situations might somehow be differ-
entially sensitive to an interference effect. The initial consideration was
that perhaps the potency of an interference or helplessness effect increased
in situations where available contingencies were more difficult to learn. That
is, in simple tasks where the operative contingencies were readily apparent
the effects of non-contingent prior experience would be minimal; however, as
contingencies became somewhat more obscure, the uncontrollable prior experience
would make the complex task even more difficult than would be normally expected
There were many possible ways to operationalize this linearity in the test
phase. As a simple beginning, degree of difficulty associated with the test
problems was varied over two values.
Another aspect of this study came from a point sometimes overlooked
in the literature. Maier, Seligman and Solomon (1969) maintain that situations
in which the conditional probability of shock termination (i.e., reinforcement)
given the presence of any response, is equal to the conditional probability
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of shock termination given the absence of that response, are the situations
that lead to helpless responding. This hypothesis led Seligman (1972) to
maintain that it was not shock per se that led to helplessness, but rather
lack of control over shock. Recall that Dweck's (1975) Success Only Treatment
subjects continued to respond in a helpless manner; experimental animals are
never observably reinforced for their responses during the inescapable
treatment; and, Chaiken (1974) concludes that there is an experimental trend
suggesting that arbitrary and inconsistent parental discipline is related to
external expectancies. In these situations the conditional probabilities of
reinforcement given the presence or absence of a response are equal: for the
r r
Success Only children, P(S /R) = P (S /R) = 1.0; for experimental animals,
:
(
r r
P(S /R) = P(S /R) = 0.0; and, for children who experience inconsistent
r r
parental demands, P (S /R) = P (S /R) = 0.5 . A theory of learned helplessness
would predict that organisms in any of the above three conditions would
subsequently exhibit learning decrements.
The implications of such a theoretical formulation for human experiences
were indeed great. No matter what the non-contingent consequence, be it
regular reinforcement, regular punishment, or some arbitrary mix of both,
helplessness should be expected in all instances. The current investigation
tested this hypothesis by arranging all non-contingent successes, all non-
contingent failures, and random response independent feedback in three of the
treatment conditions.
Roth and Bootzin (1974) suggest their equivocal findings could possibly
be the result of failure to control for the internal-external orientations
of their subjects. If learned helplessness and locus of control are related,
such a consideration is not unreasonable. Hiroto (1974) reported differential
responding subsequent to inescapable pretreatment to be related to I-E scores.
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Beyond the interpretative power these discriminations of internality or
externality lend to the results, such information is in and of itself important
Consequently, across all conditions of the current study, subjects were
designated either
-internal" or "external" based on a median split of their
I-E scores.
The final contribution to the formulation of the present design came
from Gamzu, Williams and Schwartz's (1973) criticism of theories involving
organismic concepts. Because laboratory animals are unable to "tell us"
they learned that reinforcement is independent of responding, learned help-
lessness (the explanation, not the label) can never be demonstrated with
infra-human subjects. On the other hand, human subjects are capable of
reporting at least their perceptions of variables at work during the experi-
ment. Upon completion of both the treatment and test phases of the experiment,
subjects were administered two questionnaires relative to their perceptions
of the experimental tasks. In no way was it suggested that such a procedure
would solve the problem of learned helplessness as an organismic construct.
Information derived from the questionnaires only further describes the effects
of the experimental manipulations.
Statement of Hypotheses
Given the foregoing, a number of predictions relative to the experimental
paradigm to follow were made:
(1) Treatment conditions involving increasingly greater proportions
of non-contingent problems were expected to result in increasingly poorer
performance in the test situation as reflected by three dependent measures of
performance. As the ratio of non-contingent to contingent problems was
increased, parallel increases in trials to criterion, number of anagram
failures, and mean solution latencies were predicted.
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(2) In accordance with the theory of learned helplessness, the following
predictions were made relative to the three conditions in which all rein-
forcement was non-contingently administered: (a) test performance for all
three groups would be inferior to any of the other conditions; and (b) there
would be no significant differences among the three non-contingent groups.
(3) Relative to the effect of the helplessness manipulation on increas-
ingly difficult test tasks, it was hypothesized that the absolute difference
in performance on each of the two tests would increase as the ratio of non-
contingent to contingent treatment problems was increased.
(4) Subjects expressing external expectancies were expected to evidence
more sensitivity to the helplessness manipulation than subjects holding
internal expectancies
.
(5) Finally, it was expected that subject perceptions of the experiment,
as reflected by responses to questionnaire items, would parallel the results
predicted in the preceding four hypotheses.
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METHOD
Design
The present experiment was an eight by two design with an equal number of
subjects (12) in each of sixteen cells. Assignment to one of eight treatment
conditions and to one of two test conditions was random, counterbalanced for
sex and I-E designation. The differentiation of internal and external subjects
was determined by a median-split of obtained scores on the Rotter I-E Scale.
The eight treatment conditions were as follows:
N/C = 0/8 The ratio of non-contingent to contingent (insoluble/soluble)
problems was 0/8. This condition represented total control
over reinforcement by the subject.
N/C = 2/6 The ratio of non-contingent to contingent (insoluble/soluble)
problems was 2/6.
N/C = 4/4 The ratio of non-contingent to contingent (insoluble/soluble)
problems was 4/4.
N/C = 6/2 The ratio of non-contingent to contingent (insoluble/soluble)
problems was 6/2.
N/C = 8/0 All problems were non-contingent (insoluble), and subjects
W
were informed that they were wrong on every problem.
N/C = 8/0 All problems were non-contingent (insoluble), and subjects
C
were informed that they were correct on every problem.
N/C = 8/0 All problems were non-contingent (insoluble), and reinforcement
R
("correct" or "wrong") was equally administered in a random
fashion
.
C Control. Subjects examined each of the eighty stimulus cards
that constituted problems in the other conditions.
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The two test conditions were as follows:
E
* Easy- Subjects were tested with easy anagrams. I
D
* Difficult. Subjects were tested with difficult anagrams.
Subjects
There was a total of 196 subjects. One subject was released during
the testing phase when she asked to be dismissed from the study, and three
subjects were dismissed when they failed to comprehend the sample problem.
The remaining 192 subjects, (divided equally between males and females)
were placed in one of the above described sixteen cells with 12 subjects
per cell. All subjects were students at the University of Massachusetts,
currently enrolled in large sections of undergraduate psychology courses.
Participation was voluntary with extra course credit given for such parti-
cipation.
Experimenters
Six undergraduate psychology students served as experimenters. There
were three males and three females, all uninformed as to the hypotheses of
the experiment. The experimenters were trained during a series of workshops
to insure maximum possible equivalent interactions with subjects across
experimenters. In addition to basic experimental procedure, training
included greeting and debriefing of subjects and relevant ethical consid-
erations. Each experimenter tested equal numbers of male and female subjects,
and tested subjects in all of the treatment and testing conditions.
Tasks
Treatment task. The treatment task was the same as used by Hiroto and
Seligman (1974) and Klein, Fencil-Morse and Seligman (1976). The task
consisted of a series of four-dimensional stimulus patterns adapted from
Levine (1966, 1971) by Hiroto and Seligman (1974). Each of the four dimensions
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had two associated values: letter (A or T) ; letter color (shaded or unshaded);
letter size (large or small)
; type of border surrounding letter (circle or
square). The patterns were presented on 4 x 6 "wire-index" cards.
TeSt taSk
- ^ teSt tasks consisted of two series (Easy and Difficult)
of 20 anagrams each. The anagrams were individually placed on 4 x 6 "wire-
index" cards. The anagrams were selected from a list of five letter anagrams
(Tresselt & Mayzner, 1966). They consisted of five letters arranged in a
standard sequence: 3-4-2-5-1, (i.e., the first letter of the solution word
was the fifth letter of the anagram, the second letter of the solution word
was the third anagram letter, etc., (e.g., ERLKC
,
OUHLG)
. Easy and difficult
lists were prepared based on Thorndike-Lorge frequencies and median solution
times as reported by Tresselt and Mayzner (1966).
Procedure
Pre-experimental questionnaires. Two hundred forty-three potential
subjects were administered the Rotter I-E Scale (Rotter, 1966). In addition
to the I-E measure, subjects also completed a demographic information form,
the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale and the Zung Self-Rating Depres-
sion Inventory. Questionnaires were administered not less than two weeks
prior to the beginning of the study. Based on a median split of the obtained
I-E scores, subjects were designated "internal" or "external". Results from
the other measures did not enter into assignment to treatment conditions. All
responses were confidential, identified by student number only. One hundred
ninety-six of the original group were contacted and consented to participate
in the treatment and testing phases of the study.
Treatment phase. All subjects were tested in a small, soundproof
experimental room. Experimenters were in an adjoining room and observed
subjects through a one-way mirror. Subject responses in both the treatment
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and test phases were communicated to the experimenter over an intercom.
Feedback ("correct" or 'Wong") was communicated to the subjects in the same
manner. Upon their arrival, subjects were greeted by the experimenter and
read and signed a short release form that briefly described the experiment
as well as their options to leave the experiment with full credit at any
time
.
All subjects were shown a sample problem of the treatment task and
were read the following instructions:
uIn this experiment you will be looking at cards like this one.
Each card has two stimulus patterns on it. The sample patterns are
composed of five different dimensions and two values are associated
with each dimension. The dimensions and their values are (experimenter
then described each dimension and value). Each stimulus pattern
has one value from each of the four dimensions."
Here the control group instructions ceased and the balance of the
instructions were given to all other groups:
,fI have arbitrarily chosen one of the ten values as being correct.
For each card I want you to choose which side (right or left) contains
this value, and I will then tell you if your choice was correct or
wrong. In a few trials you can learn what the correct value is by
this feedback. The object for you is to figure out what the answer
is so that you can choose left or right correctly as often as possible."
Five sample trials of a simgle five dimension problem were then presented
The sample problem was for the purpose of clarifying the task of finding the
"correct" value. The control group was merely shown the sample trials without
any clarifying instructions. Subjects were then asked if they had questions.
Questions, if any, were answered by re-reading the appropriate part of the
instructions
.
The experimental stimulus patterns were composed of four dimensions
and eight different problems were presented in blocks of ten trials each.
For each problem the "correct" value was randomly determined, and order of
presentation was random as well.
s in
s
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Feedback provided for the N/C = 0/8 group after each of the ten trials
associated with each of the eight problems was accurate and completely
determined by subject responses. At the end of each 10 trials, subject
this condition were asked to name the correct value, and were told "that'
the correct answer" or "that's the wrong answer" wholly contingent upon
their response, (i.e., subjects in this condition controlled the conse-
quences of their responding.)
Subjects in the N/C = 2/6 condition were administered six soluble
problems exactly as described in the preceding paragraph. Randomly dis-
tributed among these six contingent problems were two additional problems
for which the schedule of "correct" and "wrong" feedback responses was
pre-determined regardless of what value was selected. For these two problems
reinforcements were independent and not contingent upon subject responses.
Feedback on the ten trials for each of the two non-contingent problems
consisted of five "corrects" and five "wrongs", randomly arranged except
that the tenth trial on each of the problems was always "wrong". In
addition, the N/C = 2/6 group was told "that's the wrong answer" when asked
to supply the correct value for these two non-contingent problems.
Subjects in the N/C = 4/4 group received four non-contingent problems
and four contingent problems in random order. Subjects in the N/C = 6/2
group received six non-contingent problems and two contingent problems in
random order. In both these condisions feedback relative to the correct
value on the contingent problems was solely determined by the subject's
responses. Regardless of subject responses, feedback on the ten trials
associated with the non-contingent problems was randomly determined as
described above. When asked for the correct value for the non-contingent
problems, subjects were informed, "that's the wrong answer".
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The N/C = 8/0^ group received only non-contingent problems. For the
ten trials associated with each of the eight problems, predetermined feed-
back, as before, consisted of five "corrects" and five "wrongs" randomly
ordered with the tenth trial always being followed with "wrong". At the end
of every problem, when asked to guess the correct value, subjects were told
"that's the wrong answer".
The N/C = 8/0 group also received only non-contingent problems. For
the ten trials associated with each of the eight problems, predetermined
feedback again consisted of five "corrects" and five "wrongs" randomly
ordered except that in this condition the tenth trials were always followed
with "correct". Further, independent of subjects' responses, when asked
to guess the correct value, this group was informed for all eight problems
"that's the correct answer".
Subjects in the N/C = 8/0 condition also received eight non-contingent
R
problems. Feedback for the ten trials associated with each of the problems
consisted of five "correct" and five "wrong" responses in random order.
However, in this condition, feedback after the tenth trial, when the correct
value was requested was equally distributed (four and four) between "that's
the correct answer" and "that's the wrong answer", randomly ordered.
Control subjects merely inspected each of the eighty cards associated
with the eight problems. They received no instructions to solve the pro-
blems and no feedback.
After each problem, subjects in the seven experimental conditions
were told:
"We are now starting a new problem. You do not know at this point
if I have chosen a different value for this problem. I will continue
telling you if you are correct or wrong."
On each of the trials subjects in the seven experimental groups were
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allowed 10 seconds to make a "right" or "left" decision at which time the
experimenter warned them that a decision must be made in 5 seconds. If
any subject allowed 15 seconds to pass without making a decision, he or she
was told that the next trial was in effect and to please turn the card
(if appropriate). At the end of each problem subjects were asked to name
the correct value and were given 5 seconds to make their response.
Test phase. The anagram tests were administered in the same location
as the treatment problems. The following instructions were read to all
subjects:
"You will now be asked to solve some anagrams. As you know anagrams
are words with the letters scrambled. The problem for you is to
unscramble the letters so they form a word. When you've found the
word tell me what it is over the intercom system. Now, (subject's
name), there could be a pattern or principle by which to solve the
anagrams. However, that's up to you to figure out. Work on the
anagrams in order. After you have turned the card you cannot return.
I can't answer any questions now. After the experiment is over
I'll answer all questions."
All 20 anagrams in both the Easy and Difficult series were solvable
and had the same letter sequence. The anagrams could be solved individually,
but the easiest method was to learn to use the letter sequence. The anagrams
were selected such that only one word could be arranged with each anagram.
Latency from anagram presentation to solution was recorded. Any latency
of 100 seconds was scored as a failure and the subject was told to proceed
to the next anagram. In the event a subject gave a nonsense word, the
experimenter replied "that's not a word, please try again".
Post-experimental questionnaires. Upon completion of the test phase all
subjects were asked to complete two questionnaires relative to the treat-
ment and test phases. (The control group was asked to complete only the
questionnaire concerning the test phase.) Items on each of the questionnaires
represented attempts to determine subjects' perceptions of the contingencies
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present or absent during treatment and testing. Additionally, the ques-
tionnaires attempted to tap subject emotionality levels during both treatment
and testing phases.
Dependent Measures
The following dependent variables associated with the test phase were
analyzed: (1) mean response latency for the 20 anagrams; (2) trials to
criterion. Criterion in both the Easy and Difficult test conditions was
defined as the subject solving three consecutive anagrams in less than
15 seconds each. Reaching this criterion was taken to mean that the
subject had recognized the principle of fixed letter sequence. Although
arbitrary, Hiroto and Seligman (1975) report changes in latency data
suggesting such a definition to be highly reliable; (c) number of failures
to solve the anagrams, defined as the number of anagram latencies of 100
seconds, the point at which the trial ended.
Responses to the six items associated with the treatment phase (Stimulus
Problem Questionnaire) and to the four items associated with the testing
phase (Anagram Task Questionnaire) were also analyzed.
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RESULTS
a
was
Analysis of the experimental data was accomplished pr imar ily thr0ugh the
use of analysis of variance. This section reports all analysis of variance
effects reaching conventional significance levels (p_^.05 or less). Addi-
tionally, trends in the data not reaching levels of statistical significance
but appearing nevertheless to be of theoretical importance will be mentioned
To further analyze the presence of experimental effects, an additional
procedure was employed. For each of the dependent variables in which
significant effect of the non-contingent/contingent treatment ratios
found, twelve pairwise comparisons of treatment means were conducted. The
contrast procedure used was the Bonfonerri t (cf. Myers, 1972, p. 366), and
the following comparisons were made: 3 comparisons to test the hypothesis o
no difference between the three totally non-contingent experimental groups;
5 comparisons in which the weighted average of the three non- contingent
groups was tested against the other experimental conditions; and 4 compari-
sons of experimental groups against the control group.
A comment relative to the 3 dependent variables associated with test
performance (latency to anagram solution, number of trials to criterion,
and number of anagram failures) is in order. Subjects in the present experi
ment failed an anagram at the end of a 100 second period. Hiroto's (1975)
study which reported the operationalization of failure at 100 seconds was
in error. The actual failure point in the Hiroto work was 60 seconds. Con-
sequently, results from the test performance variables for this study were
re-analyzed using the 60 second failure criterion. In no instance did the
re-analyses differ appreciably from the 100 second analyses. Inasmuch as th<
ire-analyses do not accurately reflect the experimental experience, that
data will not be presented.
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Pre-Experimental Questionnaire Data
Prior to their participation in the experiment, subjects completed the
Rotter I-E Scale (Rotter, 1966). Intervals between questionnaire completion
and actual experimental participation ranged from two to four weeks. Sub-
jects were designated either internal or external based on a median split
of the obtained scores. The median score was 11. Internal and external
subjects were randomly assigned to one of the sixteen experimental condi-
tions for each of the two internality levels.
During pre-testing, subjects also completed the Marlowe-Crowne Social
Desirability Scale and the Zung Self-Report Depression Inventory. Experi-
mental assignment relative to these two measures was entirely random.
Consequently, two four-way (Helplessness x Test Difficulty x Internality x
Sex) analyses of variance were conducted to check the effectiveness of the
random placement.
The analysis of variance for the depression measure yielded no signi-
ficant effects for either of the manipulated independent variables (helplessne
ratios and test difficulty). There were additionally no significant
interactions. Two significant results relating to sex and internality level
did however emerge. Female subjects were significantly more depressed than
males (F = 12.677, df = 1/128, £-£.001). External subjects reported themselv
to be more depressed than internals (F = 6.645, d_f = 1/128, £ .025).
The analysis of variance for obtained scores on the Marlowe -Crowne
Social Desirability Scale produced only one significant main effect or inter-
action. Internal subjects evidenced a significantly greater need for social
approval (F = 6.936, df = 1/128, £ <i .025). It can be concluded that the
random assignment of subjects without regard for their reported levels of
depression or social desirability needs did not produce any systematic bias
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within the experimental conditions. Complete results for the analyses of
the depression inventory and Marlowe-Crowne measures are found in Tables 1
and 2, respectively.
Non-Contingent/Contingent Ratios (Helplessness^)
A prediction was made that as the ratio of non-contingent to contingent
treatment problems was increased, subject performance on the anagrams would
become increasingly less efficient. Three measures of anagram performance
were collected: mean latency to anagram solution; number trials to criterion;
and, number of anagram failures. For all three dependent variables, the
effects of the helplessness manipulation were demonstrated in the predicted
direction.
Mean latency to anagram solution. A four-way (Helplessness x Test
Difficulty x Internality x Sex) analysis was conducted to account for
differences among groups in their mean latencies to anagram solution. The
analysis demonstrated the helplessness manipulation to have been quite
successful. Latencies to solution increased concomitantly with increased
exposure to non-contingent treatment problems (F = 8.124, df = 7/128,
p_ .001). Ordering of mean latencies as a function of non-contingent treat-
ment ratios is indicated in Figure 1. Table 3 presents the complete analysis
of variance for the mean latency variable. Table 4 reports the cell means
and standard deviations with male and female subjects combined because of
no sex differences on this measure.
Bonfonerri contrasts to further pinpoint the effects of the helpless-
ness manipulation were performed. The weighted average of the three totally
non-contingent treatment groups was tested against the other conditions. Table
5 presents the results of these planned comparisons. Comparisons between the
control subjects and other treatment groups are also presented.
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Table 1
Analysis of Variance for
Zung Self-Rating Depression Inventory
Source of Variance
u r MS F
Non-Contingent/Contingent Ratios
(Helplessness) 7 /19ft 34 .92 /or.435
Level of Test Difficulty 1 /I ?ft 172 .52 2
. 149
Sex
1 /I ?R 1017 .52 12
.
677*
Internality 1/128 533 .33 O C /. C
Helplessness x Test Difficulty 7/128 96
, 14 1X 1 QQ
Helplessness x Sex 7/128 50 .33
. U£ /
Test Difficulty x Sex 1/128 102 ,08 l .272
Helplessness x Internality 7/128 28. 86 .360
Test Difficulty x Internality 1/128 196. 02 2 .442
Sex x Internality 1/128 88. 02 1 .097
Helplessness x Test Difficulty X Sex 7/128 47. 35 .590
Helplessness x Test Difficulty X Internality 7/128 158. 14 1 .970
Helplessness x Sex x Internality 7/128 118. 00 1 .470
Test Difficulty x Sex x Internality 1/128 0. 00 0 .000
Helplessness x Test Difficulty
x Internality
X Sex
7/128 115. 38 1 .437
* £ .001
** £ . 025
Table 2
Analysis of Variance for
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale
Source of Variance A ,£f MS F
Non-Contingent /Contingent Ratios
(He Id le s pqc^
7/128 32.66 1.187
Level of Test Di ffirnlfv 1/128 1.02
.037
Sex 1/128 56.33 2.048
Internality 1/128 188.02 6.836*
Helplessness x Test Difficulty 7/128 39.16 1.424
Helplessness x Sex 7/128 30.31 1.102
Test Difficulty x Sex 1/128
.08 .003
Helplessness x Internality 7/128 15.90 .578
Test Difficulty x Internality 1/128 25.52 .928
Sex x Internality 1/128 16.33 .594
Helplessness x Test Difficulty X Sex 7/128 19.65 .715
Helplessness x Test Difficulty X Internality 7/128 8.85 .322
Helplessness x Sex x Internality 7/128 34.88 1.268
Test Difficulty x Sex x Internality 1/128 16.33 .594
Helplessness x Test Difficulty X Sex
x Internality 7/128 36.95 1.343
* £ .05
Figure 1
Non-Contingent/Contingent Ratios and
Mean Latency to Anagram Solution
Table 3
Analysis of Variance for
Mean Latency to Anagram Solution
Source of Variance
Non-Contingent /Contingent Ratios
(Helplessness)
Level of Test Difficulty
Sex
Internality
Helplessness x Test Difficulty
Helplessness x Sex
Test Difficulty x Sex H
Helplessness x Internality
Test Difficulty x Internality
Sex x Internality
Helplessness x Test Difficulty x Sex
Helplessness x Sex x Internality
Test Difficulty x Sex x Internality
Helplessness x Test Difficulty x Sex
x Internality
7 /I 9ft 8. 124*
1 /I 9ft/ lO 9.675*
1 /I 9ft
.508
1/128 1 l^-U
. oU 2.239
7/128 105.75 .208
7/128 620.17 1.217
1/128 255.00 .500
7/128 537.21 1.054
1/128 228.53 .448
1/128 1913.13 3.754
7/128 306.42 .601
7/128 578.97 1.136
7/128 287.73 .565
1/128 329.67 .647
7/128 228.95 .449
* £ .005
** p .001
Table 4
N/C
Means and Standard Deviations
(In Seconds)
Mean Latency to Anagram Solution
EASY ANAGRAMS
Internals Externals
DIFFICULT ANAGRAMS
Internals Externals
n /ft 22.05
( 2.95)
15.22
( 4.68)
23.46
(12.64)
21.26
(17.30)
2/6 22.16
(11.52)
43.82
( 8.96)
36 63
( 5.20)
ftft
(13.15)
4/4 47.37
(17.26
37.19
( 4.69
45.49
(13.80)
48.90
(13.42)
6/2 38.87
(12.10)
46.04
(20.45)
58.83
(22.64)
48.90
(19.14)
8/0
W
42.55
(19.81)
59.46
(10.74)
57.34
(18.37)
68.57
(10.07)
8/0
C
45.45
(24.85)
51.89
(13.32)
71.85
(23.04)
56.28
(31.86)
8/0
R
42.78
(32.87)
66.37
( 6.21)
72.52
( 6.22)
64.61
(13.33)
Control 37.75
(30.65)
35.45
( 3.59)
31.38
(22.10)
57.66
( 8.61)
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Table 5
Bonfonerri t Contrasts
Weighted 8/0 vs Other Conditions
Avg
and Controls vs Other Conditions for
Latency to Anagram Solution
Comparison
I. Weighted average of the three totally
non-contingent conditions against each
of the other conditions.
8/0 vs 0/8
8/0 vs 2/6
8/0 vs 4/4
8/0 vs 6/2
8/0 vs Controls
II. Controls against other conditions
0/8 vs Controls
2/6 vs Controls
4/4 vs Controls
6/2 vs Controls
7.105
3.653
2.550
1.907
3.335
3.084
.260
.642
1.169
Significance Level
.01
.01
not significant
not significant
.05
.05
not significant
not significant
not significant
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Number trials to criterion Criterion was operationally defined as
three successive anagram solutions in less than 15 seconds each. The
effectiveness of the helplessness manipulation was again reflected in this
dependent variable. Trials to criterion increased as a function of increasing:
non-contingent treatment problem ratios in the treatment phase (F = 7.762,
df = 7/128, £ -C .001). Table 6 presents the complete analysis of variance
for this dependent variable. The relationship between contingency ratios
and trials to criterion is illustrated in Figure 2. Means and standard
deviations, collapsed for male and female subjects, are presented in Table
7.
As before, Bonfonerri t contrasts were executed to further clarify
the presence of the helplessness effect. Table 8 compares each experimental
condition with the weighted average of the three totally non-contingent groups
Also included in the Table 8 presentation are comparisons between the control
group and the other experimental groups for the trials to criterion depen-
dent variable.
Number of anagram failures. Failure was operationalized as a latency
of 100 seconds without providing the correct solution word for the anagram.
The same four-way (Helplessness x Test Difficulty x Internality x Sex)
analysis of variance was performed for this variable and again the potency
of the helplessness manipulation emerged. As the treatment condition became
increasingly more uncontrollable, anagram failures in the testing situation
similarly increased (F = 7.892, df = 7/128, £ .£.001). Table 9 presents the
complete analysis of variance for this dependent variable. The relationship
between contingency ratios and anagram failures is illustrated in Figure 3.
Again, cell means and standard deviations for number of anagram failures are
presented in Table 10 with male and female subjects combined.
Analysis of Variance for
Trials to Criterion
Source of Variance df MS
Non-Contingent/Contingent Ratios
(Helplessness) 7/128 298 .10 7.762**
Level of Test Difficulty 1/128 243 .00 6.330*
Sex 1/128 7 .52 .196
Internality 1/128 65 .33 1.701
Helplessness x Test Difficulty 7/128 11 .99 .312
Helplessness x Sex 7/128 88 .53 2.305
Test Difficulty x Sex 1/128 .75 .020
Helplessness x Internality 7/128 14 .51 .378
Test Difficulty x Internality 1/128 9 .19 .239
Sex x Internality 1/128 90 .75 2.363
Helplessness x Test Difficulty X Sex 7/128 31 .88 .830
Helplessness x Test Difficulty X Internality 7/128 25 .53 .665
Helplessness x Sex x Internality 7/128 53 .02 1.381
Test Difficulty x Sex x Internality 1/128 22 .69 .591
Helplessness x Test Difficulty X Sex 7/128 12.32 .321
x Internality
* £ .025
** £ .001
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Figure 2
Non-Contingent/Contingent Ratios and
Trials to Criterion
Table 7
N/C
Means and Standard Deviations
Trials to Criterion
EASY ANAGRAMS
Internals Externals
DIFFICULT ANAGRAMS
Internals Externa
0/8 7.8
( 8^
7.5
/ 1 Q\
8.0
(2.3)
9.7
( 6.4)
2/6 9.5
(3.9)
13.3
( 4.5)
14.2
( 3.2)
17.8
( 4.5)
4/4 16.7
( 4.7)
15.7
( 2.0)
17.7
( 3.5)
17.8
( 3.6)
6/2 15.8
( 4.9)
15.0
( 4.8)
16.7
( 5.8)
19.3
( 3.2)
8/0
W
16.5
( 6.5)
18.5
( 3.5)
18.8
( 4.7)
18.0
( 4.4)
8/0
C
15.5
( 6.7)
16.2
( 2.9)
20.3
( 4.6)
18.3
( 4.5)
8/0
R
15.0
( 6.5)
21.2
( 1.2)
22.8
( 0.3)
19.5
( 4.4)
Control 13.3
( 8.5)
15.7
( 0.6)
13.2
( 7.9)
17.0
( 6.7)
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Table 8
Bonfonerri t Contrasts
Weighted 8/0 vs Other Conditions
Avg.
and Controls vs Other Conditions for
Number Trials to Criterion
Comparison
Significance Level
I. Weighted average of the three totally
non-contingent conditions against each
of the other conditions.
8/0 vs 0/8
8/0 vs 2/6
8/0 vs 4/4
8/0 vs 6/2
8/0 vs Controls
II. Controls against other conditions
0/8 vs Controls
2/6 vs Controls
4/4 vs Controls
6/2 vs Controls
6.942
3.204
.975
1.150
2.461
3.663
.605
1.215
1.084
.01
.05
not significant
not significant
not significant
.01
not significant
not significant
not significant
K = 12; df = 1
51
Table 9
Analysis of Variance for
Number of Anagram Failures
Non-Contingent /Contingent Ratios
^Helplessness)
7/128 149, 90 7 . 892**
Level of Test Difficulty 1/128 166. 88 8 .786
Sex
1/128 6. 38 .336
Internality
1/128 45. 05 2 .372
Helplessness x Test Difficulty 7/128 9. 26 .488
Helplessness x Sex 7/128 15. 74 .829
Test Difficulty x Sex 1/128 5. 67 .299
Helplessness x Internality 7/128 24.07 1 .267
Test Difficulty x Internality 1/128 19. 38 1 .020
Sex x Internality 1/128 103. 55 5 .451
Helplessness x Test Difficulty X Sex 7/128 10. 24 .539
Helplessness x Test Difficulty X Internality 7/128 28. 95 1 .524
Helplessness x Sex x Internality 7/128 8. 81 .464
Test Difficulty x Sex x Internality 1/128 1. 17 .062
Helplessness x Test Difficulty X Sex
x Internality 7/128 14. 17 ,746
* £ .005
** £ .001
Figure 3
Non-Contingent /Contingent Ratios
Number of Anagram Failures
and
0? fo8 2/6 4/4 6/2 8 8/0 8/0
W
Non-Contingent/Contingent Ratio
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Table 10
N/C
Means and Standard Deviations
Number of Anagram Failures
EASY ANAGRAMS
Internal Externals
DIFFICULT ANAGRAMS
Internals Externals
0/8 2.3
( 0.8)
1.8
( 0.8)
2.7
( 1.9)
2.5
( 2 6^
2/6 2.7
( 2.1)
7.3
( 1.3)
4.3
( 1.3)
7.2
( 1.8)
4/4 6.3
( 2.6)
5.0
( 1-3)
6.2
( 2.6)
6.3
( 2.0)
6/2 4.8
( 2.3)
6.2
( 4.3)
9.5
( 4.0)
6.0
( 3.6)
8/0
W
5.0
( 2.8)
9.7
( 2.5)
9.2
( 3.7)
12.2
( 1.4)
8/0
C
6.7
( 5.2)
7.7
( 2.4)
12.2
( 5.3)
9.5
( 7.4)
8/0
R
6.2
( 5.8)
11.3
( 1.3)
12.2
( 2.8)
10.2
( 2.3)
Control 6.0
( 5.8)
3.8
( 1.0)
3.8
( 3.3)
8.8
( 2.0)
The Bonfonerri planned comparisons for number of anagram failures were
conducted to locate the effects of the helplessness manipulation. Table 11
presents the contrasts between the weighted average of the three totally
non-contingent treatment groups and the other experimental conditions. Pair-
wise comparisons between the control group and all other conditions are also
presented in Table 11.
To review, increasingly poor anagram performance as a function of
increased exposure to non-contingent (uncontrollable) treatment problems was
hypothesized. Non-contingent/contingent ratios were systematically varied
over five values: 0/8, 2/6, 4/4, and 8/0. Effects of this helplessness
manipulation were examined on three dependent variables: mean latency to
anagram solution, number trials to criterion, and number of anagram failures.
For all three measures the experimental treatment was significant at the
.001 level and the first proposition was confirmed.
Inferior and Equal Test Performance Among the Three Totally Non-Contingent Groups
The theory of learned helplessness predicts effects when conditional
probabilities of reinforcement are equal in the presence or absence of
responding and not necessarily as a function of low reinforcement densities.
To test the saliency of this formulation, three totally non-contingent
treatment groups were examined. For the three groups the conditional pro-
babilities of reinforcement ("correct" feedback) were varied across three
values: 0.0 (8/0 ); 1.0 (8/0 ); and, 0.5 (8/0 ). Relative to the anagram
W C R
test performances of these three non-contingent groups, two predictions were
made. A prediction that the performances of these non-contingent groups
would be inferior to the other experimental groups was confirmed and was
discussed in the previous section.
The second hypothesis further proposed that performances among the three
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Table 11
Bonfonerri t Contrasts
Weighted 8/0 vs Other Conditions
Avg.
and Controls vs Other Conditions for
Number of Anagram Failures
Comparison
Significance Level
I. Weighted average of the three totally
non-contingent conditions against each
of the other conditions.
8/0 vs 0/8
8/0 vs 2/6
8/0 vs 4/4
8/0 vs 6/2
8/0 vs Controls
II. Controls against other conditions
0/8 vs Controls
2/6 vs Controls
4/4 vs Controls
6/2 vs Controls
6.804
3.845
3.275
2.619
3.602
2.620
.199
.271
.804
.01
.01
05
not significant
.01
not significant
not significant
not significant
not significant
K = 12; df = 1
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non-contingent groups would not vary sienifi^n, *gnificantly from one another. Anagram
solution efficiency for these three groups was measured on the same dependent
variables as before: mean latency to anagram solution; number trials to
criterion; and, number of anagram failures. The hypothesis of no differences
among these groups was tested with Bonfonerri t pairwise comparisons on each
of the three dependent variables.
For all three dependent variables, there were no contrasts that even
approached significance. Table 12 presents the results for these variables.
These data are interpreted to confirm the hypothesis of helplessness mani-
pulations deriving their effects from the absence of controllability and
not the reinforcement densities associated with the treatment.
Interaction Between Non-Contingent /Contingent Ratios and Leve l of TestDifficulty ~~
The first hypothesis proposed a monotonic relationship between level of
controllability and anagram test performance. That the effects of the
helplessness manipulation would be exacerbated in more difficult testing
situations was also hypothesized. Simply stated, an interaction between
non-contingent /contingent treatment ratios and level of test difficulty was
predicted.
For all three anagram performance variables, there were significant main
effects as a function of level of test difficulty: mean latency to anagram
solution (F = 9.675, df = 1/128, £.£.005); number trials to criterion (F =
6.330, df = 1/128, £ £ .025); number of anagram failures (F = 8.786, df =
1/128, £^ .005). These results were reflected in Tables 3,6, and 9, respectively
However, the significant main effects are nothing but manipulation checks
that demonstrate the validity of designating the two anagram tests as Easy
and Difficult.
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Table 12
Bonfonerri t Contrasts
To Test the Equivalency of
the Three Totally Non-Contingent Group
Comparison
Significance Level
I. Latency to Anagram Solution
8/0 vs 8/0
W C
8/0 vs 8/0
W R
8/0 vs 8/0
C R
II. Number Trials to Criterion
8/0 vs 8/0
W C
8/0 vs 8/0
W R
8/0 vs 8/0
C R
.095
.706
.800
.213
.935
1.148
not significant
not significant
not significant
not significant
not significant
not significant
III. Number of Anagram Failures
8/0 vs
W
8/0 vs
W
8/0 vs
C
8/0
i
8/0
R
8/0
000
765
765
R
not significant
not significant
not significant
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The hypothesized interactions between the helplessness and test diffi-
culty variables did not
.aterialize for any of the three dependent ensures
In each case the interactions between the two treatment variables did not
begin to approach significance.
te^Between Noa-CqnMn^tZcantin^t Ratios and Internal Externa]
The fourth hypothesis predicted that the results of the helplessness
manipulation would be more pronounced for subjects having external expectan-
cies as measured by the Rotter I-E Scale. On all three dependent measures
the Helplessness x Internality interactions were not significant. However,
because in each case the differences were in the predicted direction, the
results are reported. For mean latency to anagram solution, F = 1.054,
df = 1/128, p_</ .25.. For number trials to criterion, F = 0.378, df = 1/128,
.50. And, for number of anagram failures, F = 1.267, df = 1/128,
£ ^..25. Certainly the hypothesized interactions did not emerge.
Post-Experimental Questionnaires
Immediately upon completion of the anagram test phase of the experi-
ment, subjects completed two questionnaires requesting that they record
their perceptions and/or emotions during the treatment and testing situations.
(Control subjects completed only the questionnaire pertaining to the
anagram experience.) A prediction was made that subject self-reports on
the questionnaires would parallel the results predicted for the three per-
formance dependent variables.
There were six items on the Stimulus Problem Questionnaire (treatment
phase)
,
and four items on the Anagram Task Questionnaire (test phase)
.
The questionnaire items were presented to subjects as statements with which they
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could "strongly agree", 'Voderately agree", "slightly agree", "slightly
disagree", ".oderately disagree", or "strong ly disagree". State^nts
were alternatively positive and negative in tone to control for acquiescing
response sets.
^Results for each questionnaire item were analyzed in the same manner
as the three performance variables. For each item a four-way (Helplessness x
Test Difficulty x Internality x Sex) analysis of variance was performed.
Also, for each item the Bonfonerri contrasts were conducted to further
clarify the experimental effects.
Subject perceptions and the non-contingent/contingent (helplessness)
manipulation. The effectiveness of the helplessness manipulation was strongly
reflected in subjects' recollections of both the treatment and testing
experiences. On all ten items there were significant main effects as a
function of the treatment. That is, as subjects were exposed to increasingly
more non-contingent (uncontrollable) treatment ratios, their impressions
of the experience became concomitantly more negative in tone. Table 13
presents each of the items on the Stimulus Problem Questionnaire and their
associated F values and probability levels. Table 14 presents the items
on the Anagram Task Questionnaire with the same statistical information.
Tables 15 through 24 present the means and standard deviations with male
and female subjects again combined because of no differences on the sex
variable.
To further isolate points at which the non-contingent /contingent
manipulation had effects on subjects' perceptions, the weighted average
scores for the three totally non-contingent groups were compared with the
other experimental groups for each questionnaire item. Tables 25 through
34 contain the results of these Bonfonerri t contrasts as well as the data
from comparisons of the experimental groups with the control group.
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Table 13
Item
Main Effect F Ratios
For the Stimulus Problem Questionnaire
As a Function of the Non-Contingent/
Contingent (Helplessness) Manipulation
MS Significance Level
1.
2.
3.
5.
6.
No matter what I did, I felt
that I could not solve the
problem.
I felt that I was in control
of the feedback ("correct" or
"wrong) being given to me.
The eight stimulus problems
were very stressful for me.
25.80
18.21
22.13
I felt sure that I was getting
the concepts necessary to do the
task well. 10.43
I was feeling very frustrated. 17.14
As I progressed through the
eight stimulus problems, I felt
more and more condifent of my
ability to do the task. 27.86
10.469
10.963
15.757
4.709
9.111
001
001
.001
.001
.001
15.918 001
* df for all items = 6/112
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Table 14
Main Effect F Ratios
For the Anagram Task Questionnaire
As a Function of the Non-Contingent/
Contingent (Helplessness) Manipulation
Item
MS F Significance Level
1. I really felt like working
hard to solve the anagrams. 4.21 2. 786
.01
2. I did not feel that success
in solving the anagrams was
under my control. 5.50 1. 926 not significant
3. I tried to formulate specific
hypotheses as to possible patterns
associated with the anagrams. 8.87 4. 184
.001
4. I was not sure that I found a
pattern that made the anagrams
easier to solve. 14.11 4. 909
.001
* df for all items = 7/128
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Table 15
Means and Standard Deviations
*Stimulus Problem Questionnaire - Item 1
("No matter what I did, I felt that
I could not solve the problem.")
N/C EASY ANAGRAMS
Internals Externals
DIFFICULT ANAGRAMS
Internals Externals
0/8 4.8
( 0.6)
4.8
( 0.6)
4.0
( 1.3)
6.0
( 0.0)
2/6 5.0
( 0.0)
4.8
( 1.0)
4.2
( 1.6)
5.0
( 0.5)
4/4 3.8
( 1.3)
2.7
( 0.3)
4.0
( 0.5)
3.5
( 0.5)
6/2 3.3
( 2.0)
3.5
( 1.3)
2.8
( 1.0)
2.3
( 0.8)
8/0
W
1.8
( 1.4)
1.7
( 0.3)
2.5
( 0.5)
2.5
( 2.2)
8/0
C
4.0
( 1.3)
3.7
( 0.8)
4.2
( 1.2)
4.3
( 1.0)
8/0
R
3.3
( 0.3)
3.0
( 0.5)
2.3
( 0.8)
2.5
( 0.0)
Control
* Strongly Agree = 1 . Strongly Disagree = 6
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Table 16
N/C
Means and Standard Deviations
*Stimulus Problem Questionnaire - Item 2
("I felt that I was in control of the feedback
correct or 'wrong' being given to me.")
EASY ANAGRAMS
Internals Externals
DIFFICULT ANAGRAMS
Internals Externals
0/8 2.3
( 0.8)
3.3
( 1.3)
2.5
( 0.5)
1.8
C 0 3}
2/6 2.5
( 0.9)
2.7
( 1.0)
2.0
( 0.9)
3.3
( 0.8)
4/4 4.0
( 0.5)
3.3
( 0.6)
3.5
( 0.0)
3.3
( 1.9)
6/2 3.8
( 1.5)
4.3
( 0.8)
3.8
( 1.8)
3.8
( 1.3)
8/0
W
5.0
( 0.9)
5.3
( 0.8)
4.7
( 0.8)
4.7
( i.o)
8/0
C
3.8
( 2.1)
4.0
( 0.9)
3.8
( 0.6)
3.0
( 0.5)
8/0
R
3.7
( 0.8)
4.8
( 1.2)
4.5
( 0.9)
4.3
( 0.8)
Control
* Strongly Agree = 1
. Strongly Disagree = 6
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Table 17
N/C
Means and Standard Deviations
*Stiinulus Problem Questionnaire - Item 3
("The eight problems were very stressful for me.")
EASY ANAGRAMS
Internal Externals
DIFFICULT ANAGRAMS
Internals Externals
0/8 5.2
( 0.6)
5.3
( 0.8)
4.8
.
( 0.8)
5.5
( 0.5)
2/6 5.0
( 0.9)
5.0
( 1.3)
4.5
( 0.9)
4.3
( 1.6)
4/4 3.3
( 1.5)
3.5
( 1.0)
3.2
( 0.6)
2.7
( 0.6)
6/2 4.2
( 1.3)
3.2
( 0.6)
3.0
( 0.9)
3.0
( 0.5)
8/0
W
2.3
( 0.8)
2.7
( 0.6)
3.0
( 0.5)
2.5
( 0.0)
8/0
C
3.8
( 0.3)
3.8
( 0.3)
3.8
( 0.8)
3.2
( 1.3)
8/0
R
3.2
( 0.4)
2.8
( 0.3)
2.8
( 0.3)
2.7
( 0.3)
Control
* Strongly Agree = 1 Strongly Disagree = 6
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Table 18
Means and Standard Deviations
*Stimulus Problem Questionnaire - Item 4
("I felt sure that I was getting the concepts
necessary to do the task well.")
N/C EASY ANAGRAMS DIFFICULT ANAGRAMS
Internals Externals Internals Externals
0/8 2.0
( 0.5) (
2/6 3.0
( 0.5) (
4/4 3.0
( 0.5) (
6/2 2.0
( 1.3) (
8/0 3.2
W ( 2.0) (
8/0 2.7
C ( 0.8) (
8/0 3.3
R ( 1.3) (
Control
1.8 2.2 1.7
0.3) ( 0.3) ( 0.3)
2.5 2.3 1.8
0.9) ( 1.4) ( 0.3)
3.7 3.5 3.8
0.3) ( 0.5) ( 1.2)
4.0 3.7 3.7
1.3) ( 2.1) ( 1.8)
3.2 3.7 4.0
1.4) ( 1.0) ( 1.8)
3.8 3.3 2.7
0.8) ( 0.8) ( 0.6)
3.7 4.2 3.7
2.0) ( 0.6) ( 0.3)
Strongly Agree = 1 . . . . Strongly Disagree = 6 i
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Table 19
N/C
Means and Standard Deviations
*Stimulus Problem Questionnaire - Item 5
("I was feeling very frustrated.")
EASY ANAGRAMS
Internals Estemals
DIFFICULT ANAGRAMS
Internals Externals
0/8 5.3
( 0.8)
5.0
( 0.5)
4.3
( 0.3)
4.3
( 0.8)
2/6 3.5
( 1.0)
4.0
( 1.8)
3.8
( 1.8)
4.0
( 1.3)
4/4 3.2
( 1.6)
3.0
( 0.9)
2.8
( 0.3)
3.0
( 1.3)
6/2 2.8
( 1.5)
2.7
( 0.6)
2.7
( 0.6)
2.7
( 1.3)
8/0
W
1.8
( 1.0)
2.5
( 0.0)
2.8
( 1.0)
1.8
( 0.6)
8/0
C
3.3
( 0.8)
3.2
( 0.8)
2.7
( 0.8)
3.2
( 1.0)
8/0
R
3.3
( 0.8)
2.5
( 0.5)
2.3
( 0.6)
2.5
( 0.5)
Control
Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree = 6
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Table 20
Means and Standard Deviations
*Stimulus Problem Questionnaire - Item 6
T fJ?
8 1 pr
°feSSed thr°Ugh the ei §ht stimulus problems,I elt more and more confident of my ability to do the task.")
N/C EASY ANAGRAMS
Internals Externals
DIFFICULT ANAGRAMS
Internals Externals
0/8 2.0
( 0.0)
2.0
( 1.0)
2.3
( 0.6)
1.2
( 0.3)
2/6 3.2
( 1.2)
2.3
( 0.8)
2.5
( 1.3)
2.5
( 0.5)
4/4 3.7
( 0.3)
4.2
( 0.3)
4.0
( 0.5)
3.8
( 1-4)
6/2 3.5
( 1.8)
4.2
( 0.6)
5.3
( 0.8)
5.0
( 0.0)
8/0
W
5.3
( 0.8)
4.5
( 0.9)
4.3
( 1.3)
5.5
( 0.9)
8/0
C
3.8
( 0.8)
3.7
( 0.6)
3.2
( 1-6)
3.0
( 1.0)
8/0
R
4.5
( 0.5)
4.2
( 1.8)
3.8
( 1.2)
4.3
( i.o)
Control
* Strongly Agree - 1
. . Strongly Disagree = 6
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Table 21
Means and Standard Deviations
*Anagram Task Questionnaire - Item 1
("I really felt like working hard
to solve the anagrams.")
N/C EASY ANAGRAMS
Internals Externals
DIFFICULT ANAGRAMS
Internals Externals
0/8 1.8 1.5 1.7 3 3j j
( 0.3) ( 0.5) ( 0.6) ( 0.3)
3.2 2.7 2.3 1.7
( 1.0) ( 0.6) ( 1.0) ( 0.8)
4/4 1.7 2.3 2.2 3.5
( 0.3) ( 0.8) ( 0.8) ( 1.8)
6/2 1.8 3.0 2.3 2.0
( 1.0) ( 1.3) ( 0.6) ( 1.0)
8/0 1.8 2.0 2.2 4.0
W ( 0.8) ( 0.5) ( 0.3) ( 1.0)
8/0 2.7 3.0 2.5 2.7
C ( 1.6) ( 0.5) ( 0.5) ( 0.8)
8/0 2.5 3.5 3.3 3.3
R ( 0.9) ( 0.5) ( 1.5) ( 1-3)
Control 2.0 1.8 1.5 1.6
( 0.5) ( 0.6) ( 0.5) ( 0.6)
* Strongly Agree = 1 . . Strongly Disagree = 6
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Table 22
N/C
Means and Standard Deviations
*Anagram Task Questionnaire - Item 2
(" I did not feel that success in solving
the anagrams was under my control.")
EASY ANAGRAMS
Internals Externals
DIFFICULT ANAGRAMS
Internals Externals
0/8 4.8 4.7
/ 1 n\
( 1.0) (
4.8
0.8) (
3.5
0.5)
2/6 4.8
( 1.6)
4.0
(
3.0
1.0) (
3.7
1.8)
4/4 3.3
( 0.6)
4.0
( 0.9) (
4.5
0.9) (
3.0
1.8)
6/2 4.8
( 1.2)
5.2
( 0.6) (
4.3
0.8) (
4.3
2.1)
8/0
W
4.8
( 0.6)
3.5
( 1.3) (
4.2
0.3) (
4.5
0.5)
8/0
C
4.2
( 1.6)
3.2
( 1.0) (
4.0
2.0) (
3.5
1.3)
8/0
R
4.0
( 2.3)
3.3
( 0.6) (
2.5
0.9) (
2.8
0.3)
Control 4.0
( 1.8)
3.7
( 0.6) (
4.7
1.4) (
4.0
1.0)
* Strongly Agree = 1 . . . . Strongly Disagree = 6
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Table 23
Means and Standard Deviations
*Anagram Task Questionnaire - Item 3 I
("I tried to formulate specific hypotheses as topossible patterns associated with the anagrams.")
N/C EASY ANAGRAMS
Internals Externals
DIFFICULT ANAGRAMS
Internals Externals
0/8 1.8 2.7 2.2 2.7
( 0.3) ( 1.2) ( 1.0)
2/6 2.2 2.2 2.8 3.3
( 2.0) ( 1.2) ( 1.6) ( 0.8)
4/4 3.3 4.5 3.5 3.8
( 1.3) ( 0.9) ( 1.5) ( 0.6)
6/2 3.3 2.0 3.8 3.0
( 0.8) ( 0.5) ( 1.0) ( 0.5)
8/0 2.3 2.8 3.2 3.5
W ( 0.8) ( 1.4) ( 0.3) ( 1.3)
8/0 3.7 3.8 5.0 2.8
C ( 0.3) ( l.o) ( 0.5) ( 1.0)
8/0 2.7 4.0 3.6 4.7
R ( 0.3) ( 0.5) ( 0.3) ( 1.0)
Control 2.5 2.3 2.0 3.3
( 0.9) ( 0.8) ( 1.0) ( 1.9)
* Strongly Agree = 1 . . . Strongly Disagree = 6
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Table 24
Means and Standard Deviations
*Anagram Task Questionnaire - Item 4
("I was not sure that I found a pattern that
made the anagrams easier to solve.")
N/C EASY ANAGRAMS DIFFICULT ANAGRAMS
Internal Externals Internals Externals
0/8 4.5
( 1.8)
5.8
( 0.3)
3.8
( 1.0)
3.2
( 1.0)
2/6 5.5
( 0.9)
3.3
( 1.3)
4.0
( 0.5)
3.8
( 1.6)
4/4 3.5
( 1.0)
2.6
( 1.0)
3.3
( 0.8)
3.2
( 0.3)
6/2 4.2
( 1.9)
4.7
( 0.6)
3.5
( 1.0)
2.3
( 1.9)
8/0
W
2.7
( 1.3)
2.7
( 1.6)
2.7
( 1.6)
2.0
( 0.5)
8/0
C
3.3
( 0.8)
3.2
( 1.8)
2.0
( 0.0)
2.7
( 2.5)
8/0
R
3.7
( 1.4)
2.0
( 0.5)
2.2
( 1.3)
1.3
( 0.3)
Control 3.8
( 2.3)
4.7
( 2.3)
4.2
( 1.6)
2.5
( 2.2)
Strongly Agree = 1 . . . . Strongly Disagree = 6
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Table 25
Bonfonerri t Contrasts
Weighted 8/0 vs Other Conditions
Avg.
Item 1: Stimulus Problem Questionnaire
Comparison
Significance Level
8/0 vs 0/8
8/0 vs 2/6
8/0 vs 4/4
8/0 vs 6/2
not significant
not significant
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Table 26
Bonfonerri t Contrasts
Weighted 8/0 vs Other Conditions
Avg.
Item 2: Stimulus Problem Questionnaire
Comparison
Significance Level
8/0 vs 0/8
8/0 vs 2/6
8/0 vs 4/4
8/0 vs 6/2
5.947
5.195
2.524
1.141
01
01
.10
not significant
K = 7; df = 1
s
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Table 27
Bonfonerri t Contrasts
Weighted 8/0 vs Other Conditions
Avg.
Item 3: Stimulus Problem Questionnaire
Comparison
Significance Level
8/0 vs 0/8
8/0 vs 2/6
8/0 vs 4/4
8/0 vs 6/2
not significant
not significant
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Table 28
Bonfonerri t Contrasts
Weighted 8/0 vs Other Conditions
Avg.
Item 4: Stimulus Problem Questionnaire
8/0 vs 0/8 4.354
.01
8/0 vs 2/6 2.927
.05
8/0 vs 4/4
.152 not significant
8/0 vs 6/2
.333 not significant
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Table 29
Bonfonerri t Contrasts
Weighted 8/0 vs Other Conditions
Avg.
Item 5: Stimulus Problem Questionnaire
Comparison
Significance Level
8/0 vs 0/8
8/0 vs 2/6
8/0 vs 4/4
8/0 vs 6/2
6.445
3.599
1.031
.134
.01
.01
not significant
not significant
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Table 30
Bonfonerri t Contrasts
Weighted 8/0 vs Other Conditions
Avg.
Item 6: Stimulus Problem Questionnaire
Comparison
Significance Level
8/0 vs 0/8
8/0 vs 2/6
8/0 vs 4/4
8/0 vs 6/2
not significant
not significant
Table 31
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Bonfonerri t Contrasts
Weighted 8/0 vs Other Conditions
Avg.
and Controls vs Other Conditions for
Item 1: Anagram Task Questionnaire
Comparison
Significance Level
I. Weighted average of the three totally
non-contingent conditions against
each of the other conditions.
8/0 vs 0/8 2.463 not significant
8/0 vs 6/2 1.151 not significant
8/0 vs 4/4 1.289 not significant
8/0 vs 6/2 1.738 not significant
8/0 vs Controls 3.602 01
Controls against other conditions
0/8 vs Controls
.932 not significant
2/6 vs Controls 2.006 not significant
4/4 vs Controls 1.893 not significant
6/2 vs Controls 1.525 not significant
K = 12; df = 1
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Table 32
Bonfonerri t Contrasts
Weighted 8/0 vs Other Conditions
Avg.
and Controls vs Other Conditions for
Item 2: Anagram Task Questionnaire
Comparison
t Significance Level
I. Weighted average of the three totally
non-contingent conditions against
each of the other conditions.
8/0 vs 0/8 1.885 not significant
8/0 vs 2/6
not significant
8/0 vs 4/4
.000 not significant
8/0 vs 6/2 2.413 not significant
8/0 vs Controls
.930 not significant
EI. Controls against other conditions
0/8 vs Controls
.781 not significant
2/6 vs Controls
.411 not significant
4/4 vs Controls
.761 not significant
6/2 vs Controls 1.213 not significant
K = 12; df == 1
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Table 33
Bonfonerri t Contrasts
Weighted 8/0 vs Other Conditions
Avg.
and Controls vs Other Conditions for
Item 3: Anagram Task Questionnaire
Comparison
t Significance Level
X. Weighted average of the three totally
non-contingent conditions against
each of the other conditions.
8/0 vs 0/8 3.448
.05
8/0 vs 2/6 2.574 not significant
8/0 vs 4/4
.806 not significant
8/0 vs 6/2 1.379 not significant
8/0 vs Controls 2.836
.10
EX. Controls against other conditions
0/8 vs Controls
.501 not significant
2/6 vs Controls
.215 not significant
4/4 vs Controls 2.980 .05
6/2 vs Controls 1.192 not significant
K = 12; df := 1
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Table 34
Bonfonerri t Contrasts
Weighted 8/0 vs Other Conditions
Avg.
and Controls vs Other Conditions for
Item 4: Anagram Task Questionnaire
Comparison
t Significance Level
I. Weighted average of the three totally
non-contingent conditions against
each of the other conditions.
8/0 VS 0/8 4,512
.01
8/0 vs 2/6 4.112
.01
8/0 vs 4/4 1.610 not significant
8/0 vs 6/2 2.861
.10
8/0 vs Controls 3.161
.05
il. Controls against other conditions
0/8 vs Controls 1.105 not significant
2/6 vs Controls
.778 not significant
4/4 vs Controls 1.269 not significant
6/2 vs Controls .246 not significant
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Subject perceptions amort* the three totally g ^ t
second hypothesis which predicted no differences on performance variables
was confirmed and has been previously discussed. Using the Bonfonerri
contrast procedure the questionnaire data was similarly analyzed. Table 35
presents the results of the pairwise comparisons among
. the three totally
non-contingent groups on the six Stimulus Problem Questionnaire items.
As indicated in Table 35, subject perceptions of the treatment phase amon
the three 8/0 groups were not always non-significant as predicted. It is of
significance to note however, that these data reflect a trend. When signifi-
cant differences did occur, differences among the groups reflected the
reinforcement densities. That is, for the Stimulus Problem Questionnaire, in
every, instance of significance, perceptions of the 8/0 group were more
positive than the perceptions of the 8/0 group, which were more positive
R
than perceptions of the 8/0 group. Relative to the hypothesis of equal
w
perceptions among the three totally non-contingent groups, it must be
concluded that although the perceptions were often equivalent, reinforcement
density seemed to have a greater effect on subject cognitions than on
subject performance.
Subject responses on the four items relating to the anagram testing
situation were not so clear-cut. The analyses of variance for anagram
questionnaire items 1 and 2 produced no significant main effects or inter-
actions. Consequently, absence of differences among the three totally
non-contingent groups on those items can be seen only as a part of that
trend. Responses from subjects in these three groups to items 3 and 4
on the anagram questionnaire support the hypothesis in that there were no
differences among the groups, and were further more negative in tone than
responses from subjects in the other experimental conditions. Table 36
g
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Table 35
Bonfonerri t Contrasts
To Test the Equivalency of the
Three Totally Non-Contingent Groups
On the Stimulus Problem Questionnaire
Item No. Comparison
Significance Level
1 8/0(W)
8/0(W)
8/0 (C)
vs
vs
vs
8/0 (R)
8/0 (R)
4.223
1.459
2.764
.01
not significant
.05
oZ 8/0 (W)
8/0(W)
8/0 (C)
vs
vs
vs
8/0 (C)
8/0 (R)
8/0 (R)
3.367
1.589
1.778
.01
not significant
not significant
3 8/0(W)
8/0 (W)
8/0 (C)
vs
vs
vs
8/0 (C)
8/0 (R)
8/0 (R)
3.045
.732
2.313
.05
not significant
not significant
4 8/0(W)
8/0(W)
8/0 (C)
vs
vs
vs
8/0 (C)
8/0 (R)
8/0 (C)
.863
.490
1.353
not significant
not significant
not significant
5 8/0 (W)
8/0(W)
8/0 (C)
vs
vs
vs
8/0(C)
8/0 (R)
8/0 (R)
2.101
1.063
1.038
not significant
not significant
not significant
6 8/0 (W)
8/0(W)
8/0 (C)
vs
vs
vs
8/0 (C)
8/0 (R)
8/0 (R)
3.936
1.863
2.073
.01
not significant
not significant
K = 7; df = 1
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Table 36
Bonfonerri t Contrasts
To Test the Equivalency of the
Three Totally Non-Contingent Groups
On the Anagram Task Questionnaire
Item No. Comparison
Significance Level
1 8/0 (W)
8/0(W)
8/0 (C)
vs
vs
vs
8/0 (C)
8/0 (R)
8/0 (R)
.593
1.893
1.299
not
not
not
significant
significant
significant
2 8/0 (W)
8/0 (W)
8/0 (C)
vs
vs
vs
8/0 (C)
8/0 (R)
8/0 (R)
1.110
2.221
1.110
not
not
not
significant
significant
significant
3. 8/0 (W)
8/0 (W)
8/0 (C)
vs
vs
vs
8/0 (C)
8/0 (R)
8/0 (R)
2.074
1.883
.191
not
not
not
significant
significant
significant
4 8/0(W)
8/0(W)
8/0 (C)
vs
vs
vs
8/0 (C)
8/0 (R)
8/0 (R)
.594
.430
1.024
not
not
not
significant
significant
significant
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presents the results of the Bonfonerri contrasts among the non-contingent
groups for the anagram questionnaire items.
Postzexp^rimental perceptions and subject There were no
significant interactions between the helplessness and internality variables
on any of the ten questionnaire items. In no case did the results approach
significance. However, on eight of the ten questionnaire items the responses
of external subjects were more negative than those of internal subjects.
When submitted to a sign test, the trend is significant
.05).
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DISCUSSION
The current investigation produced two principal findings which are of
theoretical importance in the application of the learned helplessness para-
digm to the human experience. Unlike previous animal and human investigations,
this study confirmed the presence of an interference effect in situations
characterized by less than absolute uncontrollability
. Further, the study
provided strong support for the claim that equal conditional probabilities
of reinforcement in the presence or absence of responding, and not necessarily
aversive consequences, produce inferior performance in a subsequent testing
situation where control is available. The remarks to follow will be addressed
primarily to these two findings and their associated implications. However,
attention will be given the other issues which emerged, as well as several
more subjective comments relative to both this study and future research.
Non-Contingent Ratios and Anagram Performance
Previous experiments with the learned helplessness manipulation for both
infra-human and human subjects have, for the most part, placed their subjects
in one of two possible contingency conditions. Control was available (i.e.,
learning was possible) on every trial, or control was unavailable on every
trial. The only work which attempted to produce gradations of the interference
effect is the early investigation by Overmier and Seligman (1967). Their
data suggested no relationship, monotonic or linear, between intensity of
shock, duration of shock, or number of shocks and the amount of reduced respond-
ing later observed. Even this work however, is not an accurate parallel to
the current investigation because the mix of controllable and uncontrollable
experiences was not systematically manipulated.
This investigation looked for the appearance of the helplessness or
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interference effect across five systematically varied non-contingent/
contingent ratios. A prediction that as treatment conditions became
increasingly more uncontrollable, test performance would similarly deter-
iorate was generated. Test performance was measured on three dependent
measures: mean latency to anagram solution, number trials to criterion,
and number of anagram failures. The hypothesis was confined at extremely
significant levels for all three dependent variables. There was a pronounced
monotonic decrease in anagram solution efficiency associated with increasingly
more helpless treatment conditions.
The confirmation of the first hypothesis strongly supports the feasi-
bility of applying the learned helplessness model to human functioning.
Few, if any, human beings encounter extended periods of either total control
or total helplessness. Consequently, for the model to have human signifi-
cance, interference in situations involving less than total uncontroliability
must be demonstrated.
A closer look at the results on the three performance variables as
graphically illustrated in Figures 1, 2, and 3 reveals an interesting out-
come. In virtually all of the previously reported helplessness studies,
the performance of experimental groups having control over the aversive
situations and the performances of the control groups were equivalent. How-
ever, in the current study subjects in the 0/8 group (totally contingent
treatment) did much better than the controls on all three of the dependent
measures. On the first two dependent measures (mean latency to anagram
solution and number trials to criterion) there were significant differences,
and on the third measure (number of anagram failures) the difference was very
nearly significant. Control subjects in the present study turned through
the eighty cards for the eight stimulus problems to control for mere exposure
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to the treats Aerials. They did not attest to solve the problems, and
were in fact never advised that there were problem, associated with the cards.
One possible explanation for the superior performance of the 0/8 condition
subjects was that exposure to situations of control situations in which com-
petence could be realized, had an energizing or facilitating effect that
generalized into the testing situation. Another reasonable interpretation of
the finding, however, was that the control condition was not really a condition
of no treatment. Perhaps the experience of having to inspect eighty stimulus
cards generated another experimental treatment - boredom. An argument could
be feasibly made that the experience of the control subjects had a detrimental
effect on their subsequent performance in the anagram test situation.
In an attempt to further understand the excellent performance of the 0/8
group, another group of control subjects was tested. The second control group
consisted of 24 subjects, with the same sex, internality and test difficulty
divisions as the original control group. The second control group only solved
the anagrams. They did not inspect the stimulus cards and were not even aware
these cards which were associated with the treatment phase. Performances on the
three dependent measures did fall between the performances of the 0/8 group and
the original control group. For the mean latency to anagram solution variable,
the mean was 27.18 seconds (s.d. = 9.44) on the easy anagram task and 41.64
seconds (s.d. = 14.09) on the difficult task. Mean trials to criterion for
this extra control group was 9.6 (s.d. = 4.1) on the easy task and 13.4 (s.d.
=» 8.0) on the difficult test task. On number of anagrams failed, mean failure
rate in the easy condition was 4.1 (s.d. 2.9) and the mean failure rate in
the difficult condition was 6.4 (s.d. = 3.1).
Based on the data from the second control group, it seems reasonable to
conclude that the original control experience was not without subsequent effect
in the testing situation. However, varying the control situation not account
for even half of the difference between the 0/8 group and the original controls
Any interpretations at this early point must, of course, be tentatively made.
However, future investigations into the facilitating effects of control (a
"learned competence"
,
if you will)are certainly indicated by the p^st hoc data.
Three Non-Contingent Condi t ions and An^ram Performs
In order to provide two important tests of the learned helplessness theory,
three types of totally non- contingent experiences were examined. Densities
of non- contingent reinforcements were varied over the values 0.0 (8/0 ), 1.0
(8/0 ), and 0.5 (8/0 ). Two predictions were made relative to the test per-
formances of the three groups. Subjects exposed to the 0/8 ratios were expected
to be inferior to all other groups in the testing situation. Additionally, in
spite of varied reinforcement densities, the non-contingent experience was
predicted to effect all three groups equally. Both predictions were confirmed.
The significantly poorer anagram performance of the 8/0 subjects provides
an important replication of the Hiroto and Seligman (1975) work. Treatment
and testing tasks for this study were the same as those employed by Hiroto and
Seligman. However, subjects in the earlier investigation were administered
only three treatment problems and did not differ significantly from the controls
In a post hoc analysis Hiroto and Seligman suggested that perhaps increased
exposure to the uncontrollable cognitive task would have produced the predicted
effect. Subjects in the current study experienced eight non-contingent pro-
blems and were subsequently inferior on all three of the performance variables.
This finding provides strong support for a claim that the helplessness para-
digm can be generalized to human experiences that are cognitive in nature.
In one respect, the current investigation did differ from the earlier
Hiroto and Seligman work. Their study disqualified subjects in the contingent
condition who failed to solve all three of the treatment problems. Given that
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procedure, it refined possible to ar^oe that success rather than control
accounted for the superior performance by contingently treated subjects.
Subjects in the present investigation „ere not elimtaated when they failed to
solve a problem Consequently, the claim that control over reinforcement, and
not necessarily absolute surr^c -Jo +-t,~ uy i ccess, xs the salient dimension is further supported.
There were no significant differences among the 8/0
,
8/0
, and 8/0
groups on any of the three performance measures. The thlry of learned help-
lessness claims that situations in which the conditional probability of rein-
forcement given a response equals the conditional probability of reinforcement
given no response will lead to the interference effect. However, previous
tests of the helplessness hypothesis for both human and infra-human subjects
have always set the conditional probabilities at zero. Reinforcement was
never non-contingently administered in the treatment situations. Given the
previous experimental paradigms, one could reasonably argue that helplessness
results from no reinforcement. The finding that non-contingent success is
as detrimental as non-contingent failure provides further support for the
theoretical formulation offered in explanation of the interference effect.
Further, this result has important implications for the human experience and
should be closely investigated in studies to follow.
Finally, it should be noted that the inclusion of three 8/0 groups worked
against the hypothesis of inferior performance for subjects treated non-
contingently. Although there were significant effects resulting from the
helplessness manipulation, had only one 8/0 group been tested the results
would have been even more pronounced.
Non-Contingent Ratios and Level of Test Difficulty
A prediction was made that as the treatment conditions became increasingly
non-contingent, the absolute difference between performances on the easy and
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difficult versions of the anagram test would increase. This hypothesized
Helplessness x Test Difficulty interaction did not emerge on any of the three
dependent variables. The test difficulty manipulation represented a first
attempt to investigate the constancy of the interference effect over varied
testing conditions. However, any claim in support of such constancy would
be premature. Future investigations will hopefully examine non-contingently
treated subjects in a variety of testing situations in order to further
identify appropriate boundary conditions for the effect.
Locus of Control and Helplessness
Hiroto (1974) demonstrated an association between the internal-external
locus of control variable and learned helplessness. There were no significant
Helplessness x Internality interactions in the current study. For all three
dependent measures of performance, however, the interactions were in the
predicted direction.
Given the current experimental design, the lack of significance between
internal and external subjects on the helplessness variable is not surprising.
Subjects were blocked into the internal or external cells based on a median
split of the obtained I-E scores. Hiroto' s (1974) study employed subjects
who deviated at least one standard deviation above or below the mean I-E
score. Consequently, the repeated trends toward inferior performance for
external subjects are interpreted to support the hypothesis that subjects
evidencing an external locus of control expectancy are more susceptible to
the helplessness treatment.
Post-Experimental Questionnaires
Subjects' perceptions of the investigation, as reflected by their post-
experimental responses to six questions about the treatment condition and four
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questions about the testing condition for th.l , e most part paralleled performance
in the anagram testing situation.
Relative to the hypothesis of decreasing anagram efficiency as a function
of increasing non-contingent ratios, subject perceptions were extremely in
line with their testing behaviors. For all six stilus Problem Questionnaire
items and for three of the four Anagram Taslc Questionnaire items there were
significant effects as a function of the helplessness manipulation. That is,
as subjects were exposed to increasingly higher non-contingent ratios, they
'
reported their cognitive and emotional experiences more negatively.
Seligman (1975) has claimed that the interference effect is manifested in
three distinct ways: reduced motivation to respond; impairment of learning;
and, increased emotionality. The hypotheses of reduced motivation and impaired
learning were certainly reflected in this study by the results on the per-
formance variables. Although responses to the questionnaire items provide
additional support for the suggestion of reduced motivation, these data more
importantly uphold the claim of increased emotionality. The current study
represents only an initial attempt to explore the cognitive and emotional
variables associated with non-contingent experiences. Hopefully, future
research will include more precise attempts to explore the cognitive phenomena
associated with the behavioral deficits.
Anecdotally, there was a post experimental incident worth reporting here.
Three weeks after the conclusion of testing, the investigator returned to the
large undergraduate class from which subjects were sampled for an optional
lecture and discussion of the experiment. Attendance was low, but of the
forty or so that were present, all but a few had been in one of the totally
non-cont ingent conditions. Even after intervals ranging from three to six
weeks, emotionality remained high. Subjects recalled their experiences as
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frustrating, depressing and anger provoking. Two theoretical considerations
are suggested by this post-experimental incident. The unstructured responses
of the non-contingent subjects provide strong support for the continued inves-
tigation of the cognitive components of the interference effect.
Secondly, the persisting emotionality of non-contingent subjects has
implications for the arguments about the time course of the effect. Over-
*ier and Seligman (1967), Weiss (1974), Seligman and Maier (1967), Seligman
(1970) Maier and Testa (1975) have all attempted to define and explain the
temporal boundaries associated with helplessness and the controversy continues.
As learned helplessness is generalized to humans, hopefully temporal issues
will be explored both behaviorally aid cognitively.
There was one area in which subject responses were not completely parallel
with their behaviors on the performance measures. The equivalent and inferior
anagram performances of the three totally non-contingent groups has been
discussed. A prediction of equivalent and negative post-experimental per-
ceptions for these three groups was made. The Bonfonerri t comparisons for
questionnaire data did indicate the weighted average of the three groups to
be significantly more negative on nine of the ten questionnaire items. How-
ever, further pairwise comparisons among the three non-contingent groups
produced an interesting finding. When the 8/0 , 8/0 , and 8/0 groups were
W C R
contrasted with one another, subject perceptions were not always equivalent as
had been predicted.
Closer examination of significant differences among the three non-contingent
groups was enlightening. In every case, the direction of the significant
difference was related to the reinforcement density associated with the
experimental condition. In other words, when differences did occur, 8/0
W
subjects were always more negative in their perceptions than 8/0 subjects, who
R
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were more negative than the 8^ sublets. The fact that behaviorally ^
non-contingent groups were inferior t0 other condl£lons leads ^ ^
interesting vacations when coined „ith the results of ^ ques£ionnalre
data. The indication that individual receiving non-contingent reinforcement
wil! subsequently perform poorly and simultaneously report somewhat less
negative experiences mnst be further explored. An early hypothesis wouU be
that unlike non-contingent punishment, non-contingent reinforcement inhibits
humans from honestly and/or fully reporting their associated distress.
A word of caution. Questionnaire data in several cases indicated 8/0
subjects' perceptions to be significantly more positive than the perceptions
of their 8/0^ counterparts. This finding does not mean that the responses of
the 8/<>
c
subjects were as positive as the responses of subjects experiencing
other non-contingent/contingent ratios. Compared to other groups, the per-
ceptions of the 8/0 subjects were still more negative. At the anecdotal level,
c
it should be mentioned that one subject became distressed during the anagram
testing phase and asked to be dismissed from the study. The subject was in
the 8/0 condition and also had the most internal I-E score of any female
c
tested.
As with the three performance variables, the perceptions of external
subjects did not differ significantly from the perceptions of internal
subjects. There were additionally no significant Helplessness x Internality
interactions on any of the ten questionnaire items. However, external per-
ceptions were slightly more negative on eight of the ten items and when submitted
to a sign test, that result was significant. The designation of internal
and external subjects by a median split undoubtedly attenuated the differences.
The expectation of more negative responses from external subjects was tentatively
supported.
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Cone lusions
The present Investigation contributes to the iearned helplessness
literature in that it hoth supports the existing theoretical propositions and
generated additional considerations £or future work. The finding of a
monotonic relationship between non-contingent ratios and severity of the
interference effect enhances the usefulness of the learned helplessness
model for the domain of human experiences. Certainly future work should
attend to the effects of the non-contingent/oontingent ratios between 0/8
end 8/0. One important consideration should be the order in which contingent
and non-contingent experiences are placed. Investigations predicting
monotonic relationships for increasingly non-contingent success would also be
useful.
The equivalent performances of the three non-contingent groups provides
additional support for the equal conditional probability formulation. The
fact that non- contingent reinforcement interferes with learning has many
implications at an applied level. Hopefully, future research will investigate
the effects of non-contingent reinforcement with greater precision than was
possible in this initial attempt.
Finally, there are several lines of possible future inquiry resulting
from the questionnaire data. This investigation demonstrated that there are
cognitive parallels for the interference effect which had previously been
behavioral ly demonstrated. There is also a suggestion that non-contingent
reinforcement and punishment while having equivalent behavioral implications
may differentially affect cognitive and emotional processes. Subjects'
persisting interest in the non-contingent manipulation indicates the need to
explore temporal parameters of both the behavioral and cognitive components
for human subjects.
96
REFERENCES
PsychoTLv
. f 962!
P
|i: 299-fu! ^
° £ Cm*™"" ™d PhysioloMral
'
^"^esistanL
6
^^^:!^ J"*"*""* ^ emotionality and
So! Ill)
Psychological Monographs, 1959, 73, (2, Whole
Anderson, D.C Cole, J. & McVaugh
, W. Variations in unsignaled inesca-
or Comsat ^
ermi
i
antS
°
f reSP°nSeS t0 P-ishJnt. Z
^Comparative and Physiological Psychology tfonogragh 1968,
-65T(3,
Ande
w;-
D ' C
'/ Pad6n ' P ' PaSSiVe avoidanc * response learning as a
129!l30
n Pri°r tUmbling-trauina
-
Psychonomic Science
,
1966, 4,
Anderson, D.C, Plant, C. & Paden, P. Conditioned suppression of a running
response as related to competing responses, drive, and basal skin
ITe^T^TllZlll
.
JOUTnal ° f COmparatiVe and biological Psychology
Anderson, D.C, Tyson, H.W. & Williams, F. Acquisition of a passive
avoidance response as determined by variations in prior aversive stimu-
lation. Psychonomic Science
. 1966, 4, 131-132.
Azrin, N.H., Ulrich, R.E., Hutchinson, R.R. & Norman, D.C. Effect of
shock duration on shock- induced fighting. Journal of the Experi-
mental Analysis of Behavior
. 1964, 7_, 9-11.
Baum, M. The recovery- from-extinct ion of an avoidance response following
an inescapable shock in the avoidance apparatus. Psychonomic Science
1965, 2, 7-8.
Bettelheim, B. The informed heart
. New York: Free Press of Glencoe
1960.
Black, A.H. Trans fer following operant conditioning in the curarized dog
.
Science
, 1967, 155, 201-203.
Bolles, R.C. Species-specific defense reactions and avoidance learning.
Psychological Review
, 1970, 77, 32-48.
Braud, W., Wepman, B. & Russo, D. Task and species generality of the
"helplessness" phenomenon. Psychonomic Science
, 1969, ^16, 154-155.
Brookshire, K.H., Littman, R.A. & Stewart, C.N. Residua of shock-trauma
97
Brookshire, K.H.
, Littman, R.A. & Stewart C N Tk- 4 -
consulting and Clin ical Psychology
, 1962, 38, 148.
Campbell, B.A. & Candland, O.K. Effects of prior shock on the emotionalityof young rats in an open field. Canadian JournaT nfP^,^
Chaiken, S. The development of internal
-external locus of control orien-tations in children and adults. Unpublished manuscript. Universityof Massachusetts, 1974. y
Cofer, C.N. & Appley, M.H. Motivation: theory and research New York-John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1964.
Crandall, V.D. Differences in maternal antecedents of internal-external
control assessed in childhood and adulthood and child behaviors
precursive to perceptions of control in adulthood. Unpublished manu-
script, Fels Research Institute, 1974.
Davis, W.L. & Phares, E.J. Parental antecedents of internal-external
control of reinforcement. Psychological Reports
. 1969, 24, 427-436.
Denenberg, V.H. Critical periods, stimulus input, and emotional reactivity
a theory of infantile stimulation. Psycho logical Review. 1964 71
335-351.
—
'
—
'
Dinsmoor, J. A. & Campbell, S.L. Escape-from-shock training following
exposure to inescapable shock. Psychological Reports
, 1956, 2, 43-49.
Doctor, R.M. Locus of control of reinforcement and responsiveness to
social influence. Journal of Personality
, 1971, 3_9, 542-551.
Dweck, C.S. The role of expectations and attributions in the alleviation
of learned helplessness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology
,
1975, 31, 674-685.
Gamzu, E.R., Williams, D.R. & Schwartz, B. Pitfalls of organismic concepts:
"learned laziness"? Science
, 1973, 181, 367-368.
Gore, P. Individual differences in the prediction of subject compliance
to experimenter bias. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Ohio State
University, 1962.
Gore, P. & Rotter, J.B. A personality correlate of social action. Journal
of Personality
,
1963, 31, 58-64.
98
and application ^ York til f^""*
behavioT
- ^eas of
Kt. 1. New . Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1966. Pp. 33-51.
""tntrol'as ^rs^naUty d^"* - *?1 ° f ^ernal-extemal
1967, 31,
7 lraenS1°n
-
^urnal of Consulting Ps^cholo^
K
n
B> & R°tter
'
J ' B
-
A non-verb*l measure of extinction in skill
63 ^^o!
1^ 10118
-
J°UVnal ° £ gSEgrigental Psychoid 1962,
Hunt, H F & Brady, J.V. Some effects of electroconvulsive shock on aconditioned emotional response ("anxiety"). Journal of Comparati ve
and Physio logical Psychology
. 1951, 44, 88-98~~
James W.Hu & Rotter, J.B. Partial and 100 percent reinforcement under
55 397^03
situations. Journal of Experimental Psychology 1958,
James, W.H., Woodruff, A.B. & Werner, W. Effect of internal and external
control upon changes in smoking behavior. Journal o f Consulting Psy-
chology
, 1965, 29, 127-129. " & L~
Joe, V.C. Review of the internal-external control construct as a personality
variable. Psychological Reports
. 1971, 28, 619-640.
Kelleher, R.T., Riddle, W.C. & Cook, L. Persistent behavior maintained
by unavoidable shocks. Journal of the Experimental Analysis of Behavior
1963, 6, 507-517. L
Klein, D.C., Fencil-Morse, E., & Seligman, M.E.P. Learned helplessness,
depression, and the attribution of failure. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology
, 1976, 33, 508-516.
Kurtz, K.H. & Walters, G.C. The effects of prior fear experiences on an
approach-avoidance conflict. Journal of Comparative and Physiological
Psychology
, 1962, 55, 1075-1078.
Leaf, R.C. Avoidance response evocation as a function of prior discrimina-
tive fear conditioning under curare. Journal of Comparative and Phy -
siological Psychology
, 1964, 58, 446-450.
99
"^J SBacSLh f rKH^ 1 infantUe GXP eri— on adult behavior. InA.J chrach (Ed.), Experimental foundations of clinical psycholoevNew York: Basic Books, 1962. Pp. 139-169. gy .
Liddell H.S Emotional hazards in animals man Springfield 111 •Charles C. Thomas, 1956. 8 ' ll '
'
Littman, R.A.
,
Stevens, D.A. &Whittier, J.L. Previous shock experienceand response threshold to shock. Canadian Journal of Psychology
. 1964,
MacDonald, A. Effect of adaptation to the unconditioned stimulus upon
the formation of conditioned avoidance responses. Journal of Experi-
mental Psychology
, 1946, 36, 1-12.
"
Maier, S.F. Failure to escape traumatic electric shock: incompatible
skeletal-motor responses or learned helplessness? Learning and Mot
vat ion
, 1970, I, 157-169.
Maier, S.F., Albin, R.W.
,
& Testa, T.J. Failure to learn to escape in
rats previously exposed to inescapable shock depends on nature of
escape response. Journal of Comparative and Physiological Psychology
1973, 85, 581-592.
^'
Maier, S.F., Anderson, C, & Lieberman, D.A. Influence of control of
shock on subsequent shock-elicited aggression. Journal of Comparative
and Physiological Psychology
, 1972, 81, 94-100.
Maier, S.F., Seligman, M.E.P. & Solomon, R.L. Pavlovian fear conditioning
and learned helplessness: effects on escape and avoidance behavior of
(a) the CS-US contingency and (b) the independence of the US and
voluntary responding. In B.A. Campbell and R.M. Church (Eds.), Punish '
ment and Aversive Behavior
. New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts , 1969.
Pp. 299-342.
100
Maier, S.F. & Testa T T v * i
exposed to inescapable sho^is^1™ by ratS Previo^ly
ference. Journal of Ca^a^ZJ-lYZJ™*0** h? ^ssociat ive inter-
in press.
* comparative and Phvsi niogical Psgchologg 1975,
^£ JeSSiirS lei's ^'««-». - ^ensit,fear. J^urnal^f
^'^o'pun^hLnf^inVA 52??,°* ?" SOmatiC °r ViSCeral -sponses
"
- ^---n o f rein forCe-
Mil
1e;rLs^
S1nnn, .M;E *P ' ,7 & Kurland-' H»M. Learned helplessness,d pression, a d anxxety. Journal of Abnormal Psychology . L press.
Mirels, H.L Dimensions of internal versus external control. Journalof Consulting and Clinical Psychology 1970, 34, 226-228!
Mowrer, O.H An experimental analogue of "regression" with incidental
observations on "reaction- format ion"
. Journal of Abnormal andSocial Psychology
, 1940, 35, 56-87.
"
Mowrer, O.fl.^Learning theory and behavior. New York: John Wiley & Sons,
Mullin, A.D. & Morgenson, G.J. Effects of fear conditioning on avoidance
learning. Psychological Reports
T 1963, 13, 707-710.
Naditch, M.P. Locus of control, relative discontent and hypertension. Paper
presented at American Psychological Association, 1973, Montreal, Canada.
Overmier, J.B. Interference with avoidance behavior: failure to avoid
traumatic shock. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 1968 78
340-343. ' —
'
Overmier, J.B. & Leaf, R.C. Effects of discriminative Pavlovian fear
conditioning upon previously or subsequently acquired avoidance responding
Journal of Comparative and Physiological Psychology
, 1965, 60, 213-217.
Overmier, J.B. & Seligman, M.E.P. Effects of inescapable shock upon subse-
quent escape and avoidance responding. Journal of Comparative and Phy-
siological Psychology
, 1967, 63, 28-33.
Payne, R.
,
Anderson, D.C. & Murcurio, J. Preshock-produced alterations in
pain-elicited fighting. Journal of Comparative and Physiological Psycho -
logy
,
1970, 71, 258-266.
101
Pearl, J., Walters, G.C. & Anderson n r c
stimulation on subsequently nun^h^Y jessing effects of aversive
Psychology
, 1964, i|rM3-35l b*av!or. Canadian Journal of
Phar
yaiue'after
n
£:Uur;
eXtral J"?? 1 the redUC"°n of "toforcement
1971, £"awSST" Jou"al °E Counting and clinical
Fhar
";.!; L ;....
Lo
u
u
!
of
,
contro
l
:
.
a personai1-^ -*-n.dM.t nf t.^,,,.,
uorristown, N.J.: General Learning Press, 1973.
Pinckney G.A Avoidance learning in fish as a function of prior fearcondxtionxng. Psychological Rep ort-. 1967, 20, 71-74.
POWe
va;iabt S
&
^
r
:H
r,
,
T
-i:
of development and environmental
IZ vt J f-elicited aggression. Journal of Comparativeand Physiological Psychology
. 1969, 69, 219^225.
Rescorla, R.A Inhibition of delay in Pavlovian fear conditioning. Journalof Comparative and Physiological Psychology
. 1967, 64, 114-120.
Richter, CP. On the phenomenon of sudden death in animals and man
Psychosomatic Medicine
. 1957, 19, 191-198.
Ritchie, E. & Phares, E.J. Attutude change as a function of internal-
external control and communicator status. Journal of Personality
1969, 37, 429-443. L '
Roth, S. & Bootzin, R.R. Effects of experimentally induced expectancies
of external control: an investigation of learned helplessness. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology
, 1974, 2j), 253-264.
Rotter, J.B. Social learning and clinical psychology. Englewood Cliffs-
Prentice-Hall, 1954.
Rotter, J.B. Generalized expectancies for internal versus external control
of reinforcement. Psychological Monographs
, 1966, 80, No. 1 (Whole No
609) .
~~
Rotter, J.B. Some problems and misconceptions related to the- construct of
internal vs. external control of reinforcement. Journal of Consulting
and Clinical Psychology
,
1975, in press.
Rotter, J.B., Liverant, S. , & Crowne, D.P. The growth and extinction of
expectancies in chance controlled and skilled tasks. The Journal of
Psychology
, 1961, 52,, 161-177.
102
Rotter, J.B. & Mulrv T? r r + i
ment and decisSn tile. Jou'a ITT "t?™1 C°ntro1 of -inforce-
1965, 2, 598-604.
urn l of Personality and Social Ps^cholo^
Rotter, J.B., Seeman, M.
, & Liverant- q t -
of reinforcements: a major vaSabL il lT^ ^T 6Xternal contro1
Washburne (Ed.) Decisis ™£ ? behavior theoi7- In N.F.
1962. '
d cision , values and
rrnnp^. New York: MacMillan
Seen
^^J^^ * -spital settin,
Seligman^M.E^P. Learned helplessness
. Annual Review of Medicine 1972
^'aTM ZlTS ^ U,red h! 1P 1™- m Friedman
theo^and^sifr^^ jl^^fj ° f ^2
Seligman M.EP. Helplessness: on depression, development, and deathSan Francisco: W.H. Freeman and Company, 1975. ' SSE£L
'
SeliS ftPerfnal response to Weiss, et al article in PsychologyToday
,
1974, 8. In press, 1976. — — ^
Seligman M.E.P. & Groves, D.P. Nontransient learned helplessness
Psychonomic Science
. 1970, 19, 191-192.
Seligman, M.E.P. & Maier, S.F. Failure to escape traumatic shock.
Journal of Experimental Psychology
.
1967, 74, 1-9.
Seligman, M.E.P., Maier, S.F. & Geer, J.H. Alleviation of learned help-
lessness in the dog. Journal of Abnormal Psychology
. 1968, 73,
256-262. ' '
Seligman, M.E.P., Maier, S.F., & Solomon, R.L. Unpredictable and un-
controllable avers ive events. In F.R. Brush (Ed.), Aversive condi -
tioning and learning
. New York: Academic Press, 1971. Pp 347-
400.
Seligman, M.E.P., Rosellini, R.A., & Kozak, M.J. Learned helplessness
in the rat: reversibility, time course and immunization. Journal of
Comparative and Physiological Psychology
,
1975, in press.
Sidman, M.
,
Herrnstein, R. J. , & Conrad, D.G. Maintenance of avoidance
behavior by unavoidable shocks. Journal of Comparative and Physio -
logical Psychology
, 1957, 50, 553-557.
Strickland, B.R. The prediction of social actions from a dimension of
internal-external control. Journal of Social Psychology
,
1965, 66, 353-358.
103
Strickland, B.R. Individual differences in v^r^i • . . .
- —ss. Journal or ^^1*3?^'
Stri
SO^ J Paper p^LtedT2^ oHnlV^"~ « ~Association, Montreal, Canada? Spt^oer" PSyCh° lo^ical
Terrace H.S. Discrimination learning with and without errors Journalof the Experimental Analysi s of Behavior
. 1963, 6, 1-27
TeSt
^'i;
J
-'
J
^
ra
f
ka
'
J 'M
" &Maier, S.F. Prior exposure to inescapableelectric shock in rats affects extinction behavior after the successful
! 380-392" "
6SCaPe reSP°nSe
'
^amin. and HnM.H.
Thornton, J.W & jacobs
,
P<D
. helplessness in humn guJournal o f Experimental Psychology
. 1971, 87, 367-372.
Tresselt M.E & Mayzner, M.S. Normative solution times for a sampleof 134 solution words and 378 associated anagrams. PsychonomicMonograph Supplements
. 1966, 1, 293-298.
—
Walters, G.C. & Rogers, J.V. Aversive stimulation of the rat: long-term effects on subsequent behavior. Science
, 1963, 142, 70-71.
Weiss, J.M. Effects of coping behavior in different warning signal
conditions on stress pathology in rats. Journal of Comparative and
Physiological Psychology
. 1971, 77, 1-137"
Weiss, J.M.
,
Glazer, H.I., & Pohorecky, L.A. Neurotransmitters and
helplessness: a chemical bridge to depression. Psychology Today
.
1974, ^5, 58-62.
Weiss, J.M., Kreickhaus, E.E. , & Conte, R. Effects of fear conditioning
on subsequent avoidance behavior. Journal of Comparative and Physio -
logical Psychology
, 1968, 65, 413-42T

